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CURRENT CONDITION OF SAGINAW BAY PUBLIC ACCESS SITES AND
IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED BASED ON PRESENT USER ACTIVITY
AND ANTICIPATED FUTURE DEMAND

INTRODUCTION

This gurvey was conducted in order to assess the current condition of
public access sltes arouad Sagiaaw Ray and ro determine where aand what
improvements should be made to meel increased user demand, Higher user

activity in the future is predicfed on the basis of three premises

n
fasia

ignificaat improvemeats ia Saginaw Bay water guality since the early
1970%s, a recovery of the walleye fisherire populatioas, and the contiaviag

Lacrease ia the aumber of registered watercraft and fishine license holders

i~ Michigaa.

Sigaificapn reduchions In phospboras Ioadiags Lo laginaw Bay (on the

order of 50%7 siace 1974), due to the rhosphate dntergent haa and

improvements ia municipal wastewater freatment facilities, have resulted in

appraciable improvemeats ia water gquallfy. lLevels of algal biomass have
! 1 ]

heea reduced throughout the bay aad pravalaat hicoms of mmisance blue—gree:n

algae populatioans, which geserated low dlissolved oxygen lavals, decreased

water clarity, aad caused taste and odor orcbless ‘2 maly areas of che bay,

have been reduced or eliminated (Btoermer, personal commuaication). This has

produced beaeficial effects on the aesthetic gualities of the bay, as well
as bhetter living eonditioas for most biological orgasisms. The improved

water guality raecently lad the Iaternational Joiat Commission to ramove

Saginaw Ray from a flass A area of concern with respect to eutrophication.

Historically, Saginaw Bay supported the gsecond largest walleye fishery
oa the Creat Lakes uatil the 1940's whes it collapsed as a resulz of a

series of vyear class failures primarily related to overharvest by commerclal

fishermen and poor water quality (Schneider aad Leach, 1979). 1t is now




believed the poteatial for an immense walleye fishery 1ia Saginaw Bay oace
again exlsts due to improvemeﬂfs in water quality'and chaages ia commercial
fishiag regulations. The Michigana Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) has

begun a massive walleye fingerling stecking program to rejuvenate the fishery

with the assistance of local sportsmen orgaalzations, It is Hoped the

walleye populations 1a the bay will recover as successfully as those ia Lake
Erie, which increased 1300% from 2 million walleyé ia 1960 to 26 wmillion in

1982 and. now support A substantial recreatlonal fFishery, It 1is expected that
¥ P

as the walleve populations increase, Saginaw Rav will not only draw anglers

who now travel to Lake Erie to fish walleve, but that this will stimulate

increased fishing activity from area anglers as well.

s

Michigan has more registered renreatinnal waterczafs (620,000) than aay

1.5

other state and this aumber continues fo [screase at an asnnual rate of

percaat {MDNR Watural Resourcas Register, Mav 1982), There has bheea a

similar increase in the aumbher of pald license holdsrs {onrrenflw 1.5

atlliica) of 1.2% annuallv over thé past 1D years {Spnrt FTishiag Institute

Bulletin, June 1982}, At the present vete of focrease for wakbercraft and

—

anglers, it has been estimated thay it wiil take expeaditutes of $§145 million

hy 1989 on public hoat lamnchine facilitles and moorages In Michigan simply

to ﬁeet hoatiag demand at tﬁe'same level as is curreatly provided (MDNR
Natural Resources Register, May 1982},

These three factors — improved water Guality} a more numerong walleye
population,.and.aa increasing number of aquatic recregtioﬂists - make it very
likely that there will be greater demand for Saginaw Bay public accass

facilities ia the future. This survey was nadertaken in aa attempt to

document that demand and to provide the basis on which plans for meeting the

domand can be formulated.

[h*




A total of 18 public access sltes were surveyed ia the 4—county area

that encloses Saginaw Bay. FEight of the aites surveyed were In Huron

County, three were in Tuscola County, Bay Couaty had five sites, and Aregac

Couaty had two (Figure 1). The survey iaformation was generated i1a the form

of responses to a questionnaire (Figure 2) that were either obtained by

face—to—~face laterviews or from mailed returas of questionnaires that had

been left on automobhile windshields at access gites. Ten field survey

~lerks were stationed at various public access sites on Saglnaaw Ray on a

‘5-day-per—week raadom schedule fFor 40 houts per week from June 12, 1982

through August 23, 1982 to interview aite nsers., The field clerk schedule

wag arranged so that 1o addition to the gsurvey davs beiaf randtmly s=lected,

all hours from 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 01 any particular survey day were

raandonly sampled. Each survey clerk was instructed to check each location

at least once each survey day. Survey clerks varied both the length of stay

and the time of day spent at each site from one day to the aext so as to

gather laterviewe ia as randomized a fashion as possible. The clerks

interviewed shore users {shore aaglers, picnicers, atc.) as well as boat

tauach users but concentrated thelir of forts oa those that used the boat

tauaches. When a clerk left a site, a questionnaire, 13 A stamped,

pre-addreésed envelope, was placed oa the windsbield of towlng vehicles with

boat trailers attached. The respoase rate for mailed returas was 27%, well

above average for mail surveys, indicating a strong Iaterest in the survev,

Prior to deployment of the field survey clerk team, Region staff

distributed gquestionnaires for mailed retura.and ianterviewed site users twice

a week tonce on a weekend day and oace on a weekday) from mid—April'through

mid-June, Ouestlonnaires were distributed at access sites during Gctober aad

Nofember, 1981. Ouestionnaire distribution by Region staff for ice fishing
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Telephone 517-752-0100
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EAST CENTRAL MICHIGAN PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
- P.O. BOX 8930 » 500 FEDERAL = SAGINAW MICHIGAN 48606

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PURLIC ACCESS OUESTIONNATRE 7 No.

Thé Fast Central Michigan Plamning and Development Region is conducting a
survey of publiec access launch site users io help determine if additional
sites or improvements to existing sites are needed. You ecan help improve’
access to Saginaw Bay by filling out this questionnaire and mailing it to us
in the stamped addressed envelope provided. Yeur opintons atve lmportant to us

and your response will be graatly appraciated.
' Voo sy S

Thank You Very Much. E-x

William L. Yocum'
Ghief Planmer |

———prm I == = DT TEE e ER TS A RN k. K MR T T AT e

1. Which site did you use todap? _ -~ Todar's date:
9. Which of the following categorles dascrlbe your mse of this site foday?

shore fishing .

hoat fishing

ice fishing

waterfowl hunting
recreationsl boatizg
other

3, How many times in the past 12 montrhs have vou used this site for each of

the following reasons?

shore fishing

boat fisghing

ice fishing

waterfowl huating
‘recreational beating )
other '

Did vou launch a boat here today?
a. Transportation method: Cartop Traller

5. Length of the hoat:
1. Powerhoat '
2. Rowboat
.3, Canoe or Kayak
4, Sailboat

¢. Horsepower of the wofor, if anv:
1. Inboard
2. Duthoard
3, TInboard/Dutboard
4. Mo Motor




—F

5. How long were you at this site today?
a, Time arrived
b, Time departed

6. How many other people were inm your group today?

7. If you also used another site today, which one?

8. Did you or will you spend the night in the area on this &rip?

a. Motel
b. Campground
-~ publdc
- private
¢. Yacation home
- own
- rent
d. Stay with friends/relatives

9, What towa/city do vou live in or near? : ) -
10. VWhat county do you live in? ' , A
11, How many miles did von Arive to gei Nere from vour hoae? a
12. How long did it take von to get here from your home? B .

13, Have you filled this questionnaire out hefore? if ves, how many
times? .

ANSWER THE REMAINING QUESTIONS GNLY IF YOI HAVE NOT FILLFD OUT THIS
OUESTIONMAIRE AT THIS SITE REVORE.

14, Is there anythlng-special_yeu 1like or dislike about thls site?

-

15. Does this site need any improvements? If so, what?

16. Do you think there should he more, fewer, or mo change in the number of

public access sites on Saginaw Bay? _~ thy?

7. Where would you lile another site;, if any?

Why?

18. Do vou have any other comments?




* gite users was preveated by staff vacaacies duriag Jaauary, February, and early

March.,.

Responses from icé_fisherman were obtained by mailed retura
gquestionnaires made available at hait shops locgted near the BRay.

The survey data froﬁ‘each iaterview was compnuter coded, keypuached on
te compﬁter cards, and eatered lato a data file, Thé data were analyzed by

computer using the Region’s micro-computer as a terminal hookup to the

ity of

i

Michgan Iateractive Data Analyslg System {MTDAS) ar The Taiver
Michigan., The data wers grouped inte Ihree lavels for analysis starting

1t the détarlumpeﬂ-tngﬂther to get 8 suBmary Fo; the eatire Saginaw
Rav area. Secoadly, the Iaterviews féom all sites within a specifié county

were combied co get s county~-level inalysis For sarh of the four ~ounties.

And Fiaally, aach site was analyzed separately.

The resuits of survevs of this lype cas he iafiluneaced by the time of

vear {wiater varsns summer}, time of -ani fupekday versas weekend), and what

activity one is using the site for {shore flshing. beat sngling, ice

fishing, etc.). Therefora, a hreskdown of whan the iaterviews were cobtained

aad the perceat from each user catesory {ghore Tishing, boat fishiag, etc.}

at each slte ia given in Tables i1~4. Most of the interviews cams from the

Mav-August time period with about £0% of these coming from wagkends, The
largest mumber of laterviews came from heat anglers {34%) followed hy shore -

asglers {34%) and recraazisnal hoaters {11¥}.

SAGINAW RAY ARFA SINQMARY -

he 2,667 iaterviews obtained, it was found thaf people came Lo

o

From

nse Saginaw Bay from 45 Michigan covaties (Figure 3) aad gseveral other

acluding some as far away as Texas and Florida though less than 1%

't
i

ar

&
+
4]
T

came from out-of-state. This is alwost identical to the results of a 19RD

survey of 10,916 fishermen ia the Mirchigan waters of Lake

jo]
Fn
i
oy
o

. anglers were fouad o have come from 46 Michigan counties &

~3



Tabhle 1. Percant nf iatarviews nhtalased from aach month for each site,
Month

Site _ N*® Oet | MNow Fah Mar Apr May Jua Jul Aug
Saginaw Bay = 2667 0.5 2.5 0,5 0.5 4 19 23 38 14
Arenac Co. 311 - 2 0.5 N.5 10 18 23 25 12
Bay Co. ' 841 = - = 1 L i 2 29 32 10
Tuscela Co. 299 - : 1 2 3 12 17 50 14
Huroa Co. 1217 0.5 G.3 0.5 0.5 5 15 19 42 17
Au Gres . 286 - 7 - 0 1& 29 29 13
Piae River 25 - - 4 - 28 32 14 20 -
Piaconaing 4 - -~ - - 7 22 51 20
Coggins Rd. 103 4 - & 3 2 3 15 35 32
Limwood © 64 2 - 3 - 11 8 48 28
Veterans Park 16 - - - - 13 51 13 13 -
Smith Park/Esxv.: 562 ~ - - 1 - 32 a3 30 4
Quanicassee 195 - I 1 13 & 8 15 56 20
Tietz Draia 37 - = - 3 3 1A 38 4D -
Allen Drain 62 - - - - 2 23 14 36 5
Sebewaling 119 1 i - - - 11 19 47 21
Sumac Island 110 - 1 2 - 2 7 i5 26 39 7
Fin & Feather 42 14 5 - - 2 31 -2 41 5
Filion Rd. 115 - - 1 - 2 4 26 42 25
Caseville 367 - - - 1 12 19 20 37 11
Cak Beach a0 o - 1 - - 12 & 50 33
Port Austin 147 - - - 1 - 18 19 39 23
Grindstone City 217 - - - 1 - it 21 3¢ 18

% Number of slte users interviewed

8]




Table 2,

iaterviews obtained on weekends for each site.

Percent of iaterviews obtained on weekends and percent of each month's

. Month
Total eon ‘ :

Site N* Weekeads Oct Nov  Feb Mar Apr May  Jun. Jul Aug
Saginaw Bay 2667 A2 - - no 0 G 85 55 63 56
Arenac Co,. 311 66 - - - & 0 100 42 81 100
Bay Co. 841 67 - - 100 0 0 7] 60 72 61
Tuscola Co. 209 69 - - - - o 100 48 71 79
Hurozn Co. 1217 54 - - 100 0 0 85 55 53 41
Au Gres 286 68 - - - 0 n 100~ 44 82 100
Pine River 25 4k - - - - - ~- - - -
Pincoaning 45 A5 - - - - - 100 70 67 &4
Coggins Rd. 303 57 - - 1nn 0 n 100 50 51 67
Liawood 64 75 - - - - - 100 60 a1 61
Veteraans Park i6 75 - - - - - - - - -
Smith Park/Esxv. 562 A7 - - - - - 65 53 74 57
Quanaicassee 195 70 - - - - 0 1co 52 73 77
Tletz Drain 37 53 - - - - ] 100 36 53 -
Allen Drain 62 7 - - - - ] 100 56 74 100
Sabewailag 119 72 - - - - - 100 S0 67 92
Sumac Island 110 49 - - -~ - 0 28 24 39 10
Fin & Feather 42 71 - - - - 0 9z 100 59 50
Filion Rd. 115 43 - - - 100 - o 100 47 50" 17
Cageville 367 354 - - - - o 97 54 52 46
Dak Beach 90 43 - - - - - 93 33 47 20
Port Austin 147 5% - - - - - 96 . 68 53 az

217 58 o= - - 0 - 100 64 53 42

Grindatone ity

% Number of site users interviewed




Table 3. Tvpe of activify conducted by «iie 0sArs 51 fhe daw faperviewed for each

site.
. Activiny (%)
Shara Boat Ten Uaterfonwl Recreational

Site nE Fishing Pishing  TFishiag Fuating Roating  Other
Saginaw Bay 2667 A4 B4 01 Nt 11.3 0.5
Arenac fo. T ai Tt _ - - &.3 0.7
3ay Co. 241 31 LA B - 22.4 .4
Tuscola Ca. zae 5 - - .2 17
HJuroa Co. 1217 L 34 - alt 5.3 fg
Au Gres 284 2 ; - - 9 1
Tige River A S - o -
Tineonaaag A fd 29 -
Noggins Rd. 103 24 74 1 - 1 -
Linwood 84 HE A4 ~ 23 -
Yeteraas Park in 5 z &0 4
gmith Park/Bsxv. 42 31 - - 27 -
Juaaicassee i95 i3 =T - - i b
Tietz Draion 37 o R ~ - 3 -
Allen Draina A2 S i - - E 2
Sebewaing 119 " 1 - - 15 1
Sumac Island 110 i A2 - ! H 1
Fin & Feather 42 i 79 - - 3 3
Filion Rd. 115 73 P - - & 1
Casaville Y az 5% - - 3 -
Dak Beach a0 2 1 - - 17 -
Tprt Austlia 147 54 - - . y
ariadastone Oity 217 30 - - 3 -

# Number of site users iaterviewsd




Table 4, Perceat of interviews obtalned on weekends for each actlivity type at each

e e e e

site,
Acbdvity

. o . Ghare Roan . Ice _Wéterfowi' Recreational

Site N* Fighing ¥ishing Pishing Huating Boatlng- Other
Saginaw Bay 2667 s1 83 100 - 100 75 71
Arenac’ Go. 311 52 67 - - 93 100
Bay Co. . . 841 26 8a 100 - 95 ] 67
Tuscola Co. . 94 £2 2 : - = 77 100
Huroa Co, 1217 7 As - W Hhé - 57
Aun Gres 286 35 57 - - 96 ' 1060
- Pine River 25 - -~ ~ - - -
Pinconalag 46 75 59 - - 54 S -
Coggins Rd. 103 . 48 61 - 100 - ' 100 -
Liawood . A4 ] 7% : - 79 -
Veteraas Park 6 - - - - - -
cmith Park/Esxv. 3A2. A0 65 o - 78 -
Quanicassee 195 a3 78 - - 74 106
Tietz Drala 7 50 56 - - 100 -
Allena Drain A2 81 63 - - 150 - 100
Sebewaing 119 &7 72 - = 79 50
-Sumac Islaad 1ig 20 67 - - . 100 0
Fin & Feather 42 60 70 - -~ 100 100
Filion ‘Rd. 115 42 44 - - ' 2 ' 100
Caseville 3a7 4y 62 - - 37 _ -
0ak Beach 90 £ 42 - - - - 53 -
Port Austin 147 42 80 - - .- 100,
Grindstone City 217 42 66 - - a3 -

% Number of site users isterviewed

i1
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predominantly (712) for walleve {Ryckman, personal communication}. Sixty
percent of the Saginaw Bay public access site users came from the four
counties bordering the bay. Twelve percent came from the tri—counﬁy Detralt
area (Wayae, Oakland, and Macomb Cquaties) and the remalaing 18% from other
counties with the number from each decveasing as Its distance frow the Bay
iacreased,

The average site user drove 51 miles to get to the site aad 25% drove
100 of more miles (Table 53). Thé maan travel time was !.2 hours (952
Prople came from further away duriag

Confidence Taterval {CI) 1,I-1.4).

the summer vacation moaths of July and August.- Oa average there were three

people-ia the group of aach iadividual Interviewed {geaerall? only gae
person from each group was interviemeéﬁ.

}wenty pefceﬁt of the aite users spent the night in the area in
temporary accommodations with 60% of overnight use occurring o weekends.
' The agcomgodations uged hy overaightﬂrﬂ was broken Anwa as fellows: 34%
stayed in public campgrouads, 27% ia their owa vaeation homes, 187 with

frieads or relatives, 10% ia motels, 7% at private campgrounds, and 4% ia

rented vacation homes.

Of the 2,667 slte users interviewed, 547 were boat filshermea, 34%Z were

-shore anglers, and liz.were recreational boaters %Table 33, Tbe average
peréon had been shore fishing at that site a meaa of 3.3 times (95% CI
.2.9-5.7), ﬁéat fishing 6.1 times (93% CI 5,6-6.5), ice fishiag 1.3 times
(957 CT 1.0-1.5), waterfowl huatiag 0.18 times (95% CI 0.11-0.24),
recreational boatiag 1.4 times {95% CI 1;2—1.?), or for some othex use-O.li
times (95% CI 0.054—0.23) in the past 12 moanths. This indicateé that the
people iaterviewed used the publié access sites pfedominantly to lauach a
boat followed by shore angling and ice fishiﬂg; In fact, 52% launched a
boat at the siﬁe where they were iaterviewad three or more times in the past

13




Table 5. Miles traveled by site users o

Miles
95%
- : Confidence
Site Ak s 20 S 50 S 140 Maan Taterval
Saginaw Bay - 2580 16 51 25 50,7 . (48.1, 53.4)
Arenac Co. 04 A .. 61 24 70.9. (65.8, - 75.9)
Bay Co. ’18 7i 8 - 3 17,7 (14.6, 20.8)
Tuscola Co. 287 42 17 5 29.0 (25.0, 33.0)
Hureoa Ca. 1171 3 71 26 73.9 (69.3, 78.5}
Au Gres . 279 8 77 24 72.8 {67.6, 78.0)
pine River 25 32 - 44 12 48,7 (30.9, 66.4)
Pinconning : 45 . 20 18 9 30.7 (20.3, 41.1).
Coggins Rd. 99 23 11 - 26.3 (23.4, 29.3)
Linwood .. 82 .58 . 6 - 18.3 . (14,0, 22.5)
Veterans Park 14 A3 ' - - a7 ( 4.9, 14.5)
Smith Park/Esxv. 549 - 8& . 6 3 12.5 (10.5, 14.5)
puanicassee 189 57 11 3 22.3 (18.1, 26.5)
Tietz Drain 35 17 31 i7 43.9 {25.9, 61.9)
Allen Drala - 58 73 : 28 R 41.8 (33.3, 50.2}
Sebewaing - 114 - 62 a6 2 21,4 (16.2, 26.7)
Sumac Island 104 15 &5 . 9 48 .4 {33.6, 63.3)
Fin & Feather = 38 , 31 T &4 21 . 59.5 . (41.3, 77.7)
Filioa Rd. 29 ‘11 62 30 78.5 (62.8, 94.2)
Caseville 354 - . 10 73 28 77.6 (69.7, 85.6)
0Oak Beach 86 18 59 41 70.2 {39.7, 80.7)
Port Austin 141 9 R& 57 104.9 (86.9, 122.9)
Griadstoase City 216 14 76 47 a1,5 (80.0, 103.0)

% ¥umber responding to the guestlion

14




12 months and 27% had launched a boat there 10 or more times. Oaly 21%
fished from shore three or more himes and anly 9% shore fished 10 times or

more. Rleven percent had lce fished at the location interviewed and only 2%

had hunted waterfowl'thera in the last 12 months.

Ninety~nine percent of the hoats had been rrailerad to the launch site

and the remaining ome percent ware rariopped. Ninety—fiva percent were
' powerbeats, 2.5% wete sailboats, 2% were rowhnats, and (0.5% were cauoes oT

kavaks. The mean boat langth was 14,9 feer with 55% heing 167 or less, 19%

at 18' or more, and 0% heing 207 or more {Tabl~ 6). Seveatry—four percent
were powered by outboards, 187 by ishoard/cuthoards, and 8% by inboards.

70.3 (Table 7). Eleven parceat were

The mean motor horsepower (hp) was

N hn. 1% were avay 100 bn, and 1A% were

under 20 hp, 50Y were ltess than ¢ . g ™,

150 hp or mora {Tahle 7).
The busiest arrival %ime af the 2lres was hetween 8:00 and 11:00 a.m.

when 36% of the site nsers arrived, Sixteen perceat came before eight in

d hy 1:9% pom,. bur only 14Z had lefr

the morning. SAesventy percant had arriwae

by then. People stayed nn average Af 5.5 hourr and the busiest departure

tlme was between 2:90 and 5:00 p.m, when 41% departed. Twenty-five percent

were stlll using the site after six in the ewvening. People arrived earlier

and stayed longer i{nm May during the apring vellmw parch runs and on

weekends.

1n response to gquestion 15 {(Figure 2) fifty—-seven percent of the site

asers wanted more public access sites ol Saginaw Bay., - Twenty—eight percent

said ‘there were enough =ites but that they needed improviag. This response

was received more frequeatly at sites with gshallnw boat channels than at

gsites with deeper channels, Ten percent did not respond to the guastich and

4% did not know, O0f those that wanted more sites, the number one reason
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Table . Length in feet of

hoats lauached at sach site.

Boat Length

95%

Confidence
Site i < 15 < 1R 20 Mean Iaterval
Saginaw Bay 1733 55 a1 9 16.9 (16.7, 17.0)
Arenac Co. 240 55 31 14 14,9 (16,5, 17.2)
Bay Co. 572 56 24 A 16,6 (16.4, 16.8)
Tuscola fo. 139 63 gn & 16, (15.9, 16.6)
Huroa Co. 762 52 77 12 17. (17.0, 17.5)
Au Gres 227 53 81 i0 16.9 {16.56, 17.3)
Pine River 13 85 85 = 15.5 {14.1, 16.8)
Pincoaning A2 aa 28 z 14,8 (14.2, 15.4)
Coggins Rd. R0 a0 a8 i 14,8 (14.6, 15.2)
Limgood 31 30 - a3 2 15.2 (14.6, 15.7)
Veterans Park 13 22 62 31 18.1 {(15.6, 19.6) "
Smith Park/Esxv.'38é : 43 78 14 i7.2 {17.0, 17.5)
Quaaicassee 133 62 38 6 “16.3 (15.9, 16.7).
Tietz Draia 9 78 100 - 15.0- (14.0, 16,0}
Allen Drain 17 - 59 B2 12 1.2 (15.2, 17.3)
Sebewaing 115 b 79 17 17.3 (16.9, 17.8)
Sumae Island A9 49 38 a 15.6 {15.1, 16.1)
Fin & Feather 34 94 S lon - 15.1 (14.6, 15.7)
Filion Rd. 31 81 97 - 15.0 (14.3, 15.7)
Caseville 206 &0 71 22 17.8 (17.4, 18.2)
0ak Beach as 78 94 2 15.8 {14.9, 16.7)
Port Austin Ly 27 44 50 19.4 (i18.6, 20.3)
Griadstone City 147 40 £9 26 18,0 {(17.5, 18.4)

* Number of boats
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Table 7. Motor horsepower

nf hoats launched ab azach site.

Motor Borsepower

95%
Confildence

Site il £ 20 < 70 > 100 S 150 Mean Iaterval
Saginaw Bay 1639 11 ik 31 15 79.3 (75.9, 82.6)
Arenar (o. 237 16 51 32 15 86.6 (76.2, 97.0)
Bay Co. 44 ik 44 33 20 2.1 {75.4, B88.7)
Tuscola Co. 154 2 52 3 7 652,59 (55,4, 70.5)
Huroa Co. 754 s A0 31 14 78.3 (73.8, 82.8)
Au Gres 224 14 40 A4 14 77.8 (77.0, 98.5)
Pine River 11 a1 a5 & 1 H2.3 {18.0, 106.5)
Pincoanlng 30 53 93 3 3 28,1 (16.4, 39.7)
Cogglas Rd. 77 48 96 3 - 25.2 (20,1, 30.2)
Liawood 44 A5 90 2 - 26.5 (18.7,  34.2)
Yeterans Park 13 - a1 A1 54 142,68 {84.6, 190.6)
Smith Park/Esxv. 378 in ) 40 2A 102.3 (94,0, 110.5)
Quanicassee 131 18. 53 21 7 67 .6 (59,3, 75.8)
Tietz Draia A 75 00 - - 18.2 ( 4,9, 31.4)
Allen Draia 17 3 77 15 A 43,1 (22,4, 6£3.9)
Sebewalng 113 9 42 a5 12 87.1 (76.6, 97.7)
Sumac Island 69 22 89 2 - 33.6 (27,1, 40,0)
Fin & Feather 36 a9 - 82 - - 28.5 (20.8, 36.2)
Filion Rd. 29 34 93 A - 32.2 (23.2, 41.2}
Caseville 204 7 41 39 17 94.4 (85.4, 103.3)
0ak Beach 83 3¢ 80 i 3 35.4 (30.2, 42.7)
Port Austiln 62 10 26 52 49 120.4 (99.8, 141.0)
Griandstone City 148° 5 33 41 19 6.7 (86.9, 106.5)

# Number of motors '
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given (36%) was that there‘would then be more places to go and more variety.
The second largest response (29%) Was‘tﬁat with more sites there would more
of a chance of getting away from the crowds at the other sites, |
The place mentioned most often for the addition of another site was
hetween Caseville and Port Austin in Huron County {(21%). fhe‘next breferred

location was the Bay City area in Bayjﬂounty followed by some pldce between

Au Cres and Tawas 1n Arenac County., When the bay shoreline was divided into

regions,iBé% requested a site on the eash side north of Sebewaing, 23% on
the west side north of Pinconning, gnd 43% in the southern section between
Sebewaing aﬁd Pinconning.

There were three mrjor responses as to why someona praferred aﬁ
additionallsite iﬁ a partienlar locarion, Twenty-nine percent sald there
was a need for more or hetter access fn that area, 29% said it was a good
fishing area that needed access, and 247 said it woulgd provide them with a
dsable-boat'ramp closer to their home or vacation cottage.

When asked 1f there was anything In particnlar they llked er disliked
about the site only 38% mentioned that they disliked something. More
 boaters had-negative comments {41%) than did shore anglars (31%). But when
asked-if the site needed anv improvements, 397 respsnded affirmatively., Of
those that mentioned specific improvemeﬁts, the largest group (34%) wanted
improéémen;s made on the éize of the site i;ciuding parking facilities aﬁd '
the number of boat launches. The second largest request {19%) was that the
channel'be dredged. More complaints and requests for improvements about
&ﬁadequate'site size were received In May and on weekeﬁds. _Whereés the mbst
common complaints from boaters dealt with either better or more launches or

dredging the channel, the most prévalent concerns of shore anglers were the

condition or absence of rest rooms and site maintenance.
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Additional improvemeant requests that were raeceived included the
following: plcalc tables at the site, pumps-or. water faucets for drinkiag
water, better insect coatrol, 1andscapingAwiﬁh more trees aad shrubs, night
lighting for parking areas and the end of the chanael, chaanel markers,
stocking more fish, better or more docks, camping facilitles, and improving
the access road. |

Favorable commeats mentioned included the fsllowing: good fishiag area,
good boat ramp, good 1ocation; like the siie in general, like maintenance,
close to home or cottage, 1ike deep chanael, like docks, like restrooms, and
1ike the aesthetics or peacefulaess of the siten., |

1a response tn whether or aot they had ansvy other comments to make, the
most common axsvexr {other than‘ao) was that somehedy dredge or igprove the

other sites arouad the bay (22%),
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AREA SUMMARIES BY COUNTY

Buroa Couaty

Hu?oa County drew users of Saginaw'Bay public access sites_from more
Michigan counties {35) thaa any ofrthe other three counties borderiag the
bay (Figure 4}. However, Huron County also has more public access slfes an
Saglnaw Bay (8) than any other county. The sites surveyed Ia Huroa County
were Sebewalag, Sumac Island, Fin and Feather, Filion Road, Caseville, (ak
Beach, Port Austia, and'Griﬁdstone ity (Figure 1). Forty-oae percent of the
1,217 site users interviewed came from the iocal area of Huron (23%5,
tuscola (16%), aad Sanilac (2%) counties. The aext largest group came from
the 3-councy Bay City-Sagisaw-Flint area {97%), Tweaty-three perceat
journeyed from the rri—county Detroit area of Yayne, Nakland, and Macomb
countles. The rem

omaiatians 9% arrived from the othar countiss with the aumber

from each decreasing as its distance from the bay increased. There was'a

slightly greater portion {5% greaterj of aon-local anglers on Weekends.

The averade ﬁuron County site user drove 74 miles, similar to the mean
of-jl miles for Arenac County but significaatly gfeaterrthan the 18 and 28
mile means for Bay and Tuscola couaties respectively {Table 5)f Thirty-sliz
perceat of the Huroa Couaty site users drove 100 or more miles while only B%
drove less than twenty miles. The mean travel time to the site was 1.8 hours
(95% ¢I 1.5-2.0) with LEZ speadiﬁg fwo or more hours on the road to get to
the site and 13% taking ﬁhree or more hours. There was ana averagé of three
people in each group interviewed and they came from farther away ia July and
August.

Thirty-four percent of the people {nterviewed in Huroa County speat the

aight in the area somewhere other than their own home with 55% of overnight
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Figure '4. Michigan counties of origin of Saginaw Bay public access sité users interviewed
in Huron County. ' o




use occurring on weekends. Thirty—~one perceat of those that speat the aight

stafed at public campgrounds, 28% in their oWa vacation homes, 18% with
relatives or friends, 11% ia motels, 7% at private campgrouads, and 5% in
reated vacatioa homes. |

‘Fifty—niae percent of the Huron Couaty slte users interviewed were
ant fishermea, 36% were shore anglers, and 4% were Tecreational boaters
{Table 3).. From this composite of 1,217 site usars, the average person was

fouad to have ugsed the site where iaterviewed A mean of 3.0 times'(QBZ R

2.5=3.5) for shore angling, 7.1 times {95% 1 'A.3=7.9) for hoat fishing, !.3

times (95% CT 0.,95-1.7) for ice fishing, 0.24 nimes {95% CI 0.12~-0,37) for-

waterfowl Eunting, 0.80 times (95% ar 9,59-1,0§ for recreational hoating, ‘

~and 0,23 f952 Cx D.GSE»O;AE} for soma other veason 1a the éast twelve

months. Fiftv—pne percent had lanached a boat ar lesast three times in the ‘
pask 12 moatha at the site wvhere iaterviewéd and ?6%.£adilaunched a boat .10
Though ;

times or more iadlcatling a large amousnt of repeat use by hoaters,

56% had aot fished from shore at the site where iaterviewed, 217 had dane so

three or more times Aand 9% at least 10 times in the past fear, Twelve

perceat had ice fished ar éhe locatioa where laterviewed and only 3% had
hunted waterfowl there withia the prior 12 noathﬂ.'

Ninety-nine perceat of the boats had bees ‘trailered to the Huroa County
lzuach sites and the remainigg one percent were cartopped. Niaety-six
perceat were powerboats, 27 were rowboats; I;SZ were sailﬁoats, and 0.5%

were cances or kayaks. The mean boat leagth was 17.2 feet —~ the largest meaﬁ
boat leagth for any of the four bay counties (Table 6), Fifty~two percent
of the launched boats were lﬁ‘rin length or less, 23% were 18' or mora, and

13% were greatér than or esqual to 20 feet {Table 6}, Seveaty-four peércent

were powered by outboard motors, 21%Z by inboard/ontboards, and 5% by

- iaboards.
22




The mean motor horsepower was 78.3 {(Table 7). Ten perceat were uader 20 hp,

49% were less than 70 hp, 31% were 100 hp or larger, and 14% were 150 hp or

more (Table 7).

‘The busiest arrival time at the Huron County sites was between 8:00 and
11:00 a.m. when 33% of the site users arrived. By eight 12 the moraing, 227

had arrived. =Eighty—one perceat had come by 1:00 p.m. but only 12% had goae

by then. People stayed an average of 6.0 hours and the busiest depafturer

t lme was hetweea 2:00 and 5:00 p.m. when 40% departed.. Tweaty—aine percent
were still using the site after six is the evening. People arrived earlier

and stayed loager ia May during the wallow perch runs and oa weekeads.

Fifty—foul parceat of those laterviewed at Huron County sltes saild they

would like mora publie access sites oa Saginaw Bay. Thirty~three perceat

felt there were enough sites but thaet they needed improving. Nine perceat

did not respoad o the auestion and 3% did aot know. The fwo major reasnas’

given for wanting more sites were that this wouid provide more places to go

(36%) and give one a better chaace at satting away from the crowds at the

other sites {30%).

The locatkion meatloged most often in resposse to where the Huroa County

aite iaterviewee would prefer an additional access site was the area betweean:

Caseville and Port Austin (42%). The next most common area mentioned was that

between Au Gres and Tawas ia Arenac Couaty (1?%}.' When the bay'shoreliﬁe was

divided iato regions, 61% requested an additional site- for somewhere ia Huron

County, 24% on the west side aorth of Pinconning, aad 15% in the southera area

between Piacoaning and Sebewaing.

When asked why they preferred an additional site in the particular

locatibn,giveﬂ,by them, 30% of those responding ko the gquestion sald it was

because there was a aeed for more or better access in that area. Tweaty—six
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percent said it would put them closer to a good flshlng area, and 17%
mentloned it would provide them with a site closer to their home or vacation
cottage. |

Wheﬁ a;ked if there was anything in particular they liked or disliked
about the site, oaly 37% mentiéned a dislike, TForty-three percent of the
boaters had negaglve comments but oaly 26% of'the shore anglers disliked
somethi%g. However, when asked 1f rhe site aeeded any improvements, 57%
said that it did. Thirty—seven percent waated improvements made on the
launch-or docks., Thirty-five percedt said the site needed enlarging ia
terms of more parking area, more boat lauaching ramps, or both. The last
major category bf.improvement requests was that the site be dredged (19%).
Requesés.far anlarging the gite were three times more numerous in May than
any other month and twice as great on weekends versus weekdays.

0f those that had gther pomments to mgke at the end of the

gquestionnaire, the comment made most often was that the other sites around

the bay should be dradged and improved.

Tuseola County

People came €O Saginaw Bay public access eites in Tuscola County from
22 Michigan counties (Figure 5); The three sites ia Tuscola Couaty where
intervieﬁs were obtained were Quanicassee, Tietz Draia, and Allen Drain
(Figure-l). Tﬁirtywﬁwo percent of the 299 site users Interviewed had come
from Tuscela County. The tri-county aréa {Bay, Saginaw, and Genesee).
containing Bay City, Saginaw, aod Flint provided aaother 59 percent. The

remaialag 9% came from the other 18 couaties with the mumber from each

decreasing as its distaance from the Bay increased.

The average site user drove only 29 miles to reach a Tuscola Couaty
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Figure 5. Michigan counties of origin of Saginaw Bay public access site users interviewed
in Tuscola County. :
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site aad just a few (5%) drove over 100 miles {Table 5). This was much less

than both the Saglaaw Bay area meaa of 51 miles and the proportloa that
drove 100 or more miles (25%) to get to a site ia the 4-couaty bay regloa.

The mean travel time to a siLe 12 Tuscola County was 38 miautes (93% CI

33.5-43. 2) aad 69% s peqt less than an hour oa the road to get there. There

was an average of three people 1n each group 13terviewed and they came from a

greater distaace ia .Tuae,

Oaly 7% speat the alght ia the area compared to a bay-wide average of

20 petceat. Fifty—-five perceat of the temporary overnight use occurred on

weekends, The farilities used as traosient accommodations were public

camporouads (46%Z), pwned vacatina Yomes (27%), frieads or relative's home
E 3 - H

(23%), aad morels (AZ).

Fortv-six perceat of the people iaterviewed In Tuscola County were boat

9% were recreational boaters (Table

f ishermen, 45% were, shore an glan, and

1}. Amoag the composite of 299 ite users, the average persoa had used the

site where iaterviewed a mean of 4.4 timesn {09S5Z T 2,1-5.7) Ffor shore

fishiag, 5.0 times {35 CI 4.0-6.0) For boat aagling, 1.0 times (95% CI

0.50-1.60) For ice fishiag, 0.24 times (95% €I 0.079-0.400) ‘for warerfowl

huatiag, 0.80 times (95% CI 0.50-1.00) for recreatlioaal hoatisg, aad 0,23

times {95% CI 0.N52-0.420) for sore other activity such as picaicing, duriag

the past 12 months, Fifiy—one perceat had lauached a boat at least three

times- ia the last vear at the site where iaterviewed and 27% had lauached a

boat 10 or more timeg, Oaly 43% had aot fished from shore at the site aad

29% had doze so three or more times. Flevea percent had lce fished at the

location where iaterviewed aad 4% had huated waterfowl there withina the last

12 mOGthS-

Niqety elght perceat of the Hoats had been trailered to the Tuscola

Couaty lauach sltes with the remaialag two perceqt haviag beex cartopped.




Ninety-five percent were powerboaté, 2.4% were rowboats, 1.2Z were
sailboats, and 1.2% were cances or kayaks. The mean hoat length, at 16,2
‘feet, was the smallest of the four counties surveyed {Table 6), Sixty-three
perceat of the lauached boats were 16' or less ia leagth and 89% wers 18' or
less (Table 6}. Only 5% were 20' long or loager. Most of the boats were
powered by outboards (82%), followed by iaboard/outboards (12%), and inboards

(6%2), The 62.9 mean horsepower of the motors was also the smallest of the

four surveyed counties (Table 7). Nine perceat of the motors were under 20

hp,'SZK were smaller than 70 hp, 78% were less than 100 hp, aad only 7% were

larger than 150 hp (Table 7).

The largest iaflux of people at the Tuscola County sites occurred

betweea 9:00 a.m. and acoa when 327 of the daily site users arrived. People.

tended {0 arriverlate; but then leave later at Tuscola County sites than they
.did iﬂrthé other three comaties, Oaly 7% had arrived by 8:00 a.m, in Tuscola
Couaty versus 227 in Huron County. Though the .largest aumber of people
departed betweena 2:00 and 3:00 p.ﬁ. (44%2) as was found to be the case in the
other couaties as well, 34% still remained at the sita after 6:00 p.m. versus
a bay-wide average of 25 percent., Additlonally, people stayed an average of
only &.é hours, the least amount of time for any of the four counties.

Fifry~four pércent of the Tuscola Couaty site users interviewed thought
there should be more puﬁlic access sites o Saginaw Bay,l The two major
reascas given for wanting more sites were so thare wopld be more places to go
(35%) and so the crowds at pach iadividual site would bhe less {20%). Another
21% responded that ac new sites aeed to be adéed but that the ones that are
theré currently should be improved. Fifteen percent did not answer the’
question and 9% did not have an opiﬁion.

Of thosé people who mentioned a particular location for a aew site, the
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greatest perceatage (21%)7wanted one in Tuscola County. Oz a region basis,
237 wanted a new site on the west side of the bay éorth of Pincoaniag,
another 23% would prefer“one'on the east gide north of Sebewaing, but most
{542) wanted a site ia the southera portion between Pincoaaing aad
Sebewaling. Thirty percent chose the aréa ther did becéuse 1t was a good
fishing area that they would like better access to. Twenty—five perceat
said their favored area would be closer to thelr howe or vacation cottage.

Nigeteea parcent said that the area they specified simply needed more

access.,

Only 117 of those interviewed at Tuscola Louaty public access sites

originally meationed that thev disliked something aboui the site but when
asked if the site seeded aoy improveménts 44% said that it d4id (41% of shore

anglers and 447 of boat fishermea). Of those that wanted improvements made,

41% would like to see the ﬂitg ealarged ia terms of more parkiag (13%) and
more boat launching ramps (28%}. Twenty—five peréent gsaid the channel
should be dredged and aaother 25% wantad more 6r improved docks. Twice as ]
maay requests, ia propbrtion to the others, werg_received for more or bigger
ramps dn July and Anguét and oa weekeads. Of those that had other comments
to make at the end of the interview, the largest single category of response
(24%Z) was that other sites around the bay be dredged and improved.

Bay County

People were iaterviewed at five public access sites 1a Bay County.

These sites included Pinconning, Coggias Road, Linwood, Veterans Memorial

Park in Bay City, and Smith Park ia Essexville (Figure 1}. Tﬁe.841 site

asers iaterviewed were found to have come from 14 Michigan couaties (Figure

6). Seveaty-gix perceat had come from Bay.Couhty, 14Z from the
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Saginaw-Flint two-county area aad 4% from the tri-covaty Detroit area of
Wayne, Oakland, and Macomh counties. The remalning A% came from tﬁe other‘
eight counties.

The average site user drove oaly 18 ﬁiles to reach a Bay County site

and only 6% traveled from 100 or more miles away (Table 5). The 18 mile
mean for Bay County was well below the 74 and 71 mile averages for Huron and
Arenac couﬁties respectively andAlower than the 29 mile mean for Tuscoia
Countv as well., It took the average site user oply 31 minutes (95% CI
29-38) to reach the site wversus a bay-wide wean of oae hou; and 18 minutes,
There was an average of three people ia each group iaterviewed and they came
from further away ia May aand July.

Naly 2% spent the night ia the area at transient accnmmeéations.versus
34% of Huroa Counaty site nsevs, 95% of those at Arenac Couaty sites, aad 72
of the people Iaterviewed la Tuscola County. Sevanty—eight peicaﬂt of the
overaight use‘ia Bay Couaty oceurred on weekends. Of the 2% that speat the
aight, 37% stayed in publie campgrounads, 323 with relatives or frieads, 1624
ia-their own ﬁacatioﬁ homes, 10% at private campgrounds, and 5% ia motels.

Forty-siz perceat of the Bay Couaty sife usexrs laterviewed were hoat

anglers, 31% were shore fishermen, and 23%7 were recreaticnal boaters (Table

3). The respoases of the 841 pecple interviswed gshowed that the average
person had beea shore fishing at the site where interviewed 3.9 times (95%
¢1 3,1-4.8), boat éngling 5,1 times (95% Ci 4,3-5.9), ice fishing 1.4 times
{952 CI 0.97-1,80), waterfowl huating 0.13 timés {95% CI 0.045-0,21),

recreational boatiag 2.6 times (95% CI 2.0-3.1), or for some miscellaneous

reason 0.03 times (95% CI 0.0048~0.0570) during the past year.  Fifty-three
- perceat had launched a hoat three or more times at tha locatioa where

jaterviewed ia the prior 12 moaths and 287 had lauached a boat at least 10

St
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times. Sixty-seven percent of those interviewed had never shore fished at
that site in the last year but 227 had done so three times or more aad 10X

had a minimum of 10 times. Elevea perceat had ice fished at the site where

iaterviewed and 2% bad huated waterfowl from there within the previous 12
moaths,

All the boats lannched at the Rav Couaty sites had heen trailered, nonae

wad been cartopped, Ninefy—two perceal were powerboats, 4% were sailboats,

3% were rowboats, and 1% were canoes or kayaks., The mean boat length wasg

16,6 feet {Table 6). Fifty—six percent af the lanpched hoats were 167 in
length or less, B84% were 187 or less, and oaly 5% were 20' or larger (Table
§Y. Seveuty~two peccest of the hoats were powerad bv ocuthoard motors, 16%

by inboard/outhoards, and 12% by Iaboards. The average size of the motors

was 78.9 hp {Table 7). TFourteen percent were under 20 hp, 49% were less

chan 70 hp, 337 were 100 hp or more, aad 20% were at least 150 hp (Table 7).

Arrival times at the Bay Couaty sites were evanly distributed between

2:00 a.m. aad 1:00 p.m. with only 20% of the site nsers arriving after one

in the afteracon. People stayed an average of 4.4 hours with 423 leaving

sometime between 2:00 p.m. aad five ia the afteraocon. Only 19% had left the

site by 1:00 p.m. but by 6:800 p.m, 81% had departed. Sire uvsers arrived

earlier aand stayed longer ia May durling the yellow perch spawnlag ruas.

Sixty-eight percent of the people interviewed in Bay County thought

there bhould he more public access sites oa Sa¢i1aw Rav. The major reasons

given for wanting more gites were so there Wculd be more places to go (3Q?)

and so,eéch iadividual site would be less crowded (37%2). Twenty-four

perceat thought there was 20 nsed for more sites Lf existing sites were

Improved. 'An additieﬁaEVSZ did aot vrespoad to the question and 2% did not

have an opiaifon.,

0f those that specified a partICUlar;location where they would like to
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have a new site, 85% sald thev would prefer one in the Bay City area, When

the Saginaw Bay shoreline area was divided iato regions, only 4% wanted a

aew site on the east side aorth of Sebewaing, 7Z would like one on the west

gide north of Pincoaaning, but 89% wanted one in the southern portion between

Pinconning aad Sebewaiég, With respect to why a person preferred a site at
a particular location, the leading response (33%) was that it would be
closer to thelr home or vacation cottage. The next most common reasons
given ware that it was a good fishing area (27%) or that the afea menfioned

simply needed more access {20%).

Thirty-four percent of the people iaterviewed in Bay County meationed a

specific dislike when asked if there was anythiag théy liked or disliked

about the site. However, whea asked if the site needed any improvemeats,

74% said that ik did (79Z of recreational hcaters, 75% of boat Fishermen,

and 697% of shore ang;ers). Requests for impfovements to ;he boat launch aad

docké (34%7) was the largest request category. Eighteen percent wanted the _;
site eniafged‘in terms of more parkingrspace or more lamaches. Thirteen

perceat said there was a aeed for restrooms or better maintenance of
existing restrooms; this was the leading request of shore asglers. It also ’

ranked high for both recreational boaters and hoat fishermea falliag Ja

second place for each group after the desire for wore or Improved docking

facilities. The proportion of complaints received about restroom facilities

was twice as great in May aad June. The proporition received about the site
beiag too small in tefms of parking and sumber of launchiag ramps was twice
as great in June and July aad three times as aumerous oa weekeads. When
asked if they had anf other commeats to make at the end of the interview,

the most common respoanse was the request for more patrols by law enforcement

~fficers to curtail the excessive speed of boats in designated low speed
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areas, This comment was mostly received from angiers at the Smith Park site

in Egsexville,

Arenac County

Peopie_ware intefviewed at the Au Gres and Pine Riverrpublié access
gites on 8aginaw Bay in Arenac Couaty (Figure 1). .Thé 311 site users
Iaterviewed were found to have come from 28 Michigan countles {Figure 7).
Twelve percent had come from Arenac County,. 547 from the Bay city-Saginaw—
Flint three counaty area, aad 57 from the tri-county Detroit region of Wayae,
bakland, and Macomb counties. 'Twenty—n;ne percent came from the remaining
countiss with the largest sbare (?2) coming from Midland County.

The average site nsar drove 71 miles to reach an Arenac Cuunty sité
{Table 53)., This was second naly to the 74 milé mean for Huron County.
Sixty-one percent drove 50 miles or more aad 247 traveled over 100 miles to
reach the gsita {Table 5). The average travel time was 1.5 hours (95% CI
i;é—l.?).with 85% of the site users takisg wore thaa an hour to get to the
site. Twenty—nine perceat took over fwo hours énd twelﬁg perceat speat over
three hours. Again; Ehere was an average of three people in the group of
"each person laterviewed and they came from élightly further away on
weekends,

Tweaty-five percent of the Arenac County site users speat the aight In
the area at temporary accommodations. This was less thaa the 34% that
stayed overﬂight ia Huron Couaty but was significantly greater thaa the 7%
and 2% flgures for Tuscola and Ray counties respectively. Seveaty-six
perceat of overaight use in Arenac County accurredjon weekends.. 0f those
that-spenﬁ thé aight, 43% stayed in public campgrouads, 23% in their owa

vacation homes, 14% with relatives or frieads, 9% at motels, 8% in private

campgrouads, and 3% at rented vacatlon homes.
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Michigan counties of origin of Saginaw Bay
in Arenac County.
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Seveanty percent of the site users interviewed were boat anglers, 21%
were shore fishermen, and 8% were recreational hoaters (Table-B). The
" combined information from the 311 iaterviews showed that thé average site
user had used that location for shore fishing 1.5 times (95% cI 0.79=2.20),
boatrangling 5.7 times (95% CI 4.5-6.9), ice.fishigg_l,é times {95% CI
0.26—~1.50), waterfowl hunting 0.023‘timeé (95% ¢I 0.005-0.050), recreational
boatiag 1.1 times (953% CI 0.60~1.60), or for some other reason such as
picnicing 0.045 times (95% ¢t <0-0.11) ia the past 12 months. TFifty-sevea
percent had launched a boat at that site three or more times in the last
year and 38% hadrlaunched one at least 10 times. Sixty-alne perceat had oot
chore fished at the site aad oaly 10%Z had doae 80 three gimes 0F TWore.s
Elevez perceat had ice fished at the site but only 1% had gone waterfowl
,huﬁtisg frem that location.

Ninety—-aine perceat of the boats launched at the Arenac County sltes
had been trailered there and 1% had beea cartopped. Ninety-five perceat
were powerboats, 37 were sailboats, 1% were rowboats, aad 1% were canoes or
kayaks. The mean boat length was 16.9 feet, second only to Huroa Couaty's
average length of 17.2 feet (Table 6). Flfty—ffve perceat of the launched
hoats were 16" or fess in leagth, 81% were 18 or smaller. and 14% wevre 20"
or larger (Table &). Seventy~three perceat of the boats were powered by
outboard motors, 17% by {aboard/outboards, aad 10% by iaboards. "The average
size of the motors was the largest_df thé four couaties at 86.6 hp (Table
7). Slxteeq perceat were less thaa 20 hp, 51% were smaller thaa 70 hp, 32%
were 100 hp or 1arger, and 15/ were at least 150 hp (Table 7).

Most people arrived at the Areaac County sites earlier in the day thas
at anv of the other three counties. Fifteen percent came before 8:00 a.m.

and by 1:00 p;m. all but 13% of the site users for the day had arrived. VThe.
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busiest arrival time was from 8:00 to 11:00 a.m. when 51% arrived. People
also left the sltes iz Arenac-dounty earlier than at the others Qith the
greatest perceatage (51%) leaving between 1:00 p.m. and four in the
afterasoon. Though only 137 had departed by 1:00 p.m., all but 16% had left
by six In the eﬁéning. People were at the site an average of 5.9 hours but
stayved slightly longer in August. They also stayed longer on weekends with
447 of weekend site users stayiag six or more hours versus oaly 2674 of
weekday users remaining that long. TNuriag the week 507 of the site users
had departed by 2:00 pim. compared to oaly 262 of weekend users leaving hy
then.

Fifty-one percent orf the peoplu intefviewp& ta Arenac County felr that
there should ﬁe-more'public access sites on Saginaw Ray. Again, the reasons
given most often for desiring more sites were that. there would be more
places to gb {30%) and more of a chance to get away from the crowds {18%).
Tweaty perceat thought there were eanough existiag sites bufk théﬁ they should -
be improved., A rather large aumber {21%5 did not answer the guestion and 8%
had no opinioan.

The area where the largest aumber of people interviewad at Arenac
Couaty sites (33%) would prefer to have another site was between Au Gres aad
The second largest group (21%) wanted a site betweea Pine River and

Tawas.

Au Cres. Whea the Saginaw Bay shoreline was divided iato regions, 62% of

people respoadiag te the question regquésted a site oa the west slde north of
Pincoaning, 31% waated one 1a the southern portioa of the bay between
Pinconalag and Sebewaing, and 7% would like one on the east side north of

Sebewaing. Three categorles received aa equal number of responses (23%) as

to why someone preferred an additiocsnal site in a particular locatioa. That

a gite ia the area meationed would be closer fo home was oae. Another was

36




that it was a good fishing area, aad the third was that the area needed more
public access.

Borty pércent of the Arenaé County site users iaterviewed originally
complained about some aspect of the si;e and when asked gpecifically if the
site needed any improvements, 47% said it did, Again, a lesser proportlion
of shore aaglers had negatlve comments about the site (25%) thaa did boat
Fishermen {44%). TFifty—one perceat of the negatlve comments reéeived dealt
wlth the $3500 dajily site use fee at the Au Gres site, On what impfovemeats
the slite needed, the most people (352} wanted better heoat launchiag rampsr
and dﬁcks, Thirty—oae perceat sald the site should be enlarged with either
more launchiag ramps or more parking. Sixteen percear waated the access
road sraded or paved and 8% wouid like tha addition of a water faucet or
pump to provide driaking water aad a fish eleaning station. Proporiionally
there were threes times as many complaints asbout too few launching ramps
during weekends and in Jnlv. Of those people who desired to make other
4 éomplaineﬁ ahoutn the $3.00

comments at the ead of the questioanaire, 417%

daily use fee an the Au Gres gite,




INDIVIDUAL SITE SUMMARIES

Grindstone City

gixty-seven perceat of the 217 people interviewed at this state-owned
site were boaﬁ fishermen, 30% were shore anglers, and the remaining 3% were
recreational boéters {Table 3). When the aumber of visits to this site by -
each person ia the last 12 months were tallied, 1 was féuéd that the
average person used the site 2.6 times for shore fishing, 8.0 ﬁimes for beat
angling, 0.31 times for ice fishing, none for waterfowl hunting; and 0.42
. times for recreational boatling. Férty~nine percent had launched a boat
three or more times and 30% had launched one 10 fimes or more, Forty
percent of the site users had shore fished at the site but only 18%Z had done

so at least three times and just 7% had 1D or more times. Oaly 5% had ice

" . fished at the site in the last year.

A1l but 1% of the bhoats had been trailered Eo the Griandstone City site.
Ninety=nine percent of the bhoats were pomerboatsrwith sailboats making up
the remaining one percent, The mean boatAlengéh for this site was 18,0
feet - second oaly to the Port Austin averége of i9.4' for Huroa County sites
‘(fable 6). Sixty perceant of the boats lapSQhed wefe_over 16" and 267 were
20 or larger {Table 6). Sixty-six percent'of the boats were powered by
oﬁtboazd motors, 24% by laboard/outboards, and 10Z by inboards. The average
motor horsepower was 96,7 - again, second.only to Port Ausﬁiﬂ's mean of
120.4 hp for sites in Huron Couaty (Téble 7). Only 5% were less than 20 hp,
just 33%Z were uader 70 hp, 41% were 100 hp or moré, and 197 were greater
than or equal to 150.horsepower {Table 7.

People arrived at the Grindstone City site rather early with 282'of the
daily site users coming before 8:00 a.m. aad 51% there by 10:00 in the

moraing. Though they stayed an average of 6.0 hours, quite a few (34Z) were
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gtill at the site after 6:00 in the eveningl As with most sites surveyed,
site users tended to arrive earlier and stay longer on weekends than |
weekéayé.

Sixty-one percent of ghe people interviewed at Grindstone City
meationed specifle improvements théy thought the site needed.  Thirty-three
percent of the improvement requests were for a larger site in termé of wmore
parking (15%), more launchisg ramps (8%), or both_(Q%). Twent?—;hree
perceat wanted improvements made to the ramp or docking faeilities.
Eighteen perceat thought the chaanel shounld be dredged. The.porportion of
complaints about lack of parking facilities was five times larger in May
than othar months. |

If improvements %ére to be made ta the Grindstone City public access
site, priority should be givean to enlarging the site by first increasing the
parking area aad then adding anoﬁher launching ramp. Though haviag the
channel dredged was wenticned as a needrby maay, this is probably secondary
to enlarging the site as rather large hoéts were laﬁnched here indicating a
useable chagnel depth, if not an op £imum éepth.l-Another significant |
jmprovement would be the ﬁlacement of a foghorh at. the ead of the channel as
was requested hy ?Z-of those interviewed. A foghéra would be.very useful

at this site as it oftea becomes fog-bouad aad boaters have difficulty

locating the channel from the lake,

Port Austin
Fifty—four percent of the 147 people intefviéwed at this public pier
and adjacent private ramp were shore fishermen aﬁd 457 were boat anglers
{(Table 3), The average person at this site had used it 3.8 times for shore

fishing, 8,3 times for boat angling, 0.22 times for lce fishing, none for
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waterfowl hunting, O.O?SItimes for recreatlonal boating, and 0.61 times for
miscellaneous reasons such as pieniciang In the last 12 moaths. Though only
35% had launched a boat three tlmes or more, 22% had doae so at least 10
times. Tweaty—two percent had been shore fishing threé or more times and 8%
had beea shore fishing there more than 10 times. Oaly 1% had gone ice
fiéhing from this aite and none had used it for waterfowl ﬁunting.

A1l the boats had beea trailered to the Pori Austin lauach site.

Ninety-six pefcent were powerboats, 3% were rowboats, and 1% were canoes or

kayaks. The mean leagth of 19,4 feet for boats.launched at this site was

the largest average for all the sites surveyed (Table 6). Only 27% were 16!

or less, just 44% were 18' or smaller, and 507 were 20' or more {Table 8),

However, this site had oaly the second largest mean motar horsepower at

120,4 hp {motors averaged l42.f hp at Veteraas Park ia Ray County) {(Table

"7}, Ten perceat of the motors were smaller than 20 hp, 267% were under 70

np, 52% were 100 hp or more, and 40% were 150 hp or larger {Table 7). Gély
49% of the peopls iaterviewed thought thils site aeeded any improvements. '
The improvement requests weye equally divided betweesn those that wanted the

site ealarged (47%) aad those that waited the Iannchlag aad docking

facilities. improved (47%). The proportion of complaints about the size of

the site quadrupled in May and on weekends.
The planned construction of public launching ramps and more parking

facilities by the MDNR should do much to alleviate the present crowded

conditions and provide improved lauaching facilities., Ho further

recommeadations for improviag this site are made at this time.
Consideration should be given to replacemeﬁt of the portion of sand

beach lost to the constructica of dual ramps and access drive. One palr of

ramps may aot be sufficient to handle pesk demand during the salmoq and

40




trout fishing season, particularly early 1n the moralng aad following
sudden storms or fog. Future surveys should he coanducted to assess

poteatial need for more ramps at this Jocation.

Eighty—one perceaf of the 90 people interviewed at this county—-owned
site were boat aaglers, 17% were recraational boakters, and oaly 2% were
shoré fishermen {Tahle 3). The average persen ah the Dak Reach site had
used it for shore fishiag 0.07 times, hoat angling 14.5 times, ice fishing
2.2 times, aoae for waterféwl huatiag, and 2;5 times for recreational
boating ia the last 17 months. Eighty—ni:e percent had lannched a hoat
three times or more and 58% had latachad ose at lesas: 10 simes. Oaly 3% had
shore flshed at the site and aone more than twice., Thirteen percent had
heen lece fishing there.

A1l the boats had been trailered ©o the 0Oak Reach sihe, Nisety—one
67 were sallboats, aad 3% were rowboats, The mean

percent were powerboats,

boat length was 15.8 feet (Table 6&). Seventy—eight percent of the boats

iaunached were 16° or smaller, %4% were wader 18%, aad oaly 2% were equal to
or greater than 20 feet {Table ). Ninety-seven percent of the hoats were
powered by outhoard motors, 2% by iaboards, and 1% by  inboard/outboards.

The average motor horsepower was oaly 36.4 with 307 less thaa 20 hp, 80%

'u‘,,f

uader 70 hp, aad oaly 1% heing 100 hp or more (Table 7).
Ninety-six perceat of the people laterviewed at the Nak Beach site

thought that improvements needed to be made. Fifty-two. perceat said that

improvements should be made to the launching faeility 17 terms of 2 better
ramp or provi&ing'a dock at the ramp. Thirty percent said the chaanel

reeded dredgiag aad 24% waated the site eanlarged.
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Currently, this site is completely exposed to wave action from the“bay.
This causes two major problems. First, the;waveraction continugllf shifts
sand around the site area ccve;ing the steel mat that is preseatly uéed at
the site. Second, the wave actlen at the gite makes launching and
retrieving a boat difficult most of the time énd extremely hazardous on
roﬁgh days. No improvements shoﬁld he made to this site unless breakwalis
are construbtedAtp pFevent sand from covering the ramp and f£illing Ia a

ehaanel. 1f breskwalls were constructed, a channel could be dredged and a

permanent lauach and dock tastalled. This site would be relatively

expensive to improve in such a way that it would provide acceptable boat

lauaching coaditions from a safety standpoint, -

The expoéed sature of the shoreline of this_afea is A majbr‘reason gals)
other public access sites exist in the region. 'Howevef, because there are
a0 good public boat launching facilities-here and the close proximity of
productive fishing grounds, this was the area méhtiﬁned most often'by
Saginaw Bay public access site users as the place where they would most like

to have a new site constructed (21% nf all thosefinterviewed and 427% of -those

surveyed ia Huron County). We belleve there is a definite need for a safe
public access site Ia this area aad stroagly urge the coqstructidn of an

adequately protected launch site midway betwaen Caseville and Port Austin.

A poteatial site exists at the mouth of the Pinaebog River.

Caseville

Fifty—~five perceat of the 367 people iaterviewed at this towaship-owaed

site were boat Fishermen, 42% were shore anglers (Fishing from the pier),

and 3% were recreational boaters (Table 3). This site was by far the most

heavily used public access facility oa the eastern side of the bay. The




average site user had used this site 4.3 times for shore fishing, 4.7 times
for boat aagling, 1.3 times for iece fishiag, aoae f§r waterfogl hunting, and
0.%46 times for recreational bhoating in the last vear. Forty~four percent
had launched a hoat at the site three times or more and 21X had done so at
least 10 times, Twentyﬁsik percent had heen shorerfishiag a minimum of

three times and 13% had heen shore fishing over 10 times. Thirteen perceat

had gone ice fishing at the sire.

All the hoats had beea trailered to the Caseville lavach site and all

were powerhoats. The averags boat length was 17.8 feet - third largest for

Huron Couaty sites behind Port Austin and Crindstone City (Table 6)., Forty

percent of the hoats weve 16' or smallar, 2%9% wers IR8' or longer, and 22% were

at least 2}* long (Tabkle 6). Sisty—:ignt perraast of ke hoats were powered hy

puthboard motors, 28% by iahnard/euthnards, and 4% hy jishoards. 7The mean motor

horsepowar was 4.4 with oaly 7% less than 20 hp (Table 7). TForty-oae perceat

were uader 70 hp, 39% were 100 hp or more, and 17% wera graatver than or equal

to 150 horsepower (Table 7j¢

Fortv-nine percent of the people Interviewed at the Caseville site warted
improvemen.s made, The larpgest group {57Z) said the site needed enlarging in

terms of more boat lauaching remps (29%), more parking area (18%), or both

{10%). Twenty perceant wanted improvements made to the lauaching ramp or the

ramp dock. Fourteea perceab complained about the lack of adeguate restroom
facilities. . Ccmplaints about there aot beling easﬁgh hoat lauaches were
proportionally six times greater ia May and three times greater oa weekends
compared to other times. Requests for making the site larger were nine Limes
greater oa weskends and 10 cimes as auvmerous in May than_other.times.

The best improvement that could be made to the Caseville site would be

the addition of at least one additlonal boat. launching ramp. This is a very




busy site and complaints about having to wait aa hour or more to .lauach or

retrieve a boat were not uncommon. The pafking problem is another condition

that aeeds to be resolved. BRetter use could be made of the parking area near
the current boat launch by paving and marking parking spaces on the new
pavement. This would providé more efficient use of the area by preventing the

random parkiag patterns of overflow parkiag conditions that waste potential

parkiag area. A third nead 1s the placement of permaneat restroom facilities

at both the base of the Caseville fishing pief and near the Caseville boat

iaanch.

T4{lion Road (Mud Creek)

beweqhy-thrpt percant of the 115 people interviewed at this state-owaed

site were shore anglers, 22% were hoat fishermen, and &? were recreational

hoaters (Table 3). The average perscn at this site had nsed it 3.4 times
for shore fishing, 1.5 times for bhoat angling, 0.70 times for ice fishing,
aone for waterfowl huating, aad 0.43 times for racreational boating in the

last year., Oaly 15% had launched a boat here three or more times and just

5% had done so 10 times or more. Thirty parcedt had used the site for shore

fishing at least three times and 13%Z had a miamum of 10 times. Eight

percent had been ice fishing at tne site.
Ninety-eight perceat of the boats bad been trailered to the Filion Road

site aand 2% were cartopped. Fighty-eight perceat were powerboats, 9% were

sallboats, and 3% were rowboats, The mean boat length was oaly 13.0 feet

- the emallest for any Huron Couaty site surveyed (Table 6). Eighty-cne

percent were 16" or less in Iength, oaly 3% were 18' or losger, and none

were ovar 20 feet (Table 6). Ninety-three perceal of the hoats were powered

by outhoard motors, 3% by iaboard/outboards, and 3% by inboards. The
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average motor horsepower was only 32,2 with 347 aader 20 horsepower (Table
7). Ninety~three percent were smaller tﬁan 70 hp aad onlyriz were 100 hp or
more {Table 7).

Pifty-slx perceat of the people Interviewed thought that the Filion
Road site needed Ilmprovements (847 of hoat anglers). Thirty;nine percent of
those that wanted improvements made saild the channel needed dredgi;g {75% of
'boat'anglers). Another 15% wanted chanael markerérto deliseate the'edge$ of
the channel, Fourﬁeen perceat would like some picnic tables placed at the
slte. Oaly 9% said the ramp or dock aeeded imnroviag.

Potential Improvements io the Filion Road site laclude lengtheniag the
presedt ramp, dredgias the chasael, asd iastalling chasael markers. This
would vastly improve access from the site to Wildfowl fay'and of fshore
water, aad allew larger boats to use the facility. The addition of A few
picaic tables and shade trees for the henefit of picnicers and shore ang;ers

would further eahzace the site,

¥Fia and Feather

only 42 people were iatetviewed at this state—owned site — the least of
any Furoa County site surveyed (Table 3), Seventy—aniae perceat of those
15% were shore anglers, aad 37 were

“interviewed were hoat fishermen,
recreational hoaters (Table 3). The average persnd.ét this site had used it
2.0 times for shore fishiag, 6.1 timeé for bhoat angliﬁg; 1.4 times for ice
fishing, 3.6 times for w;terfowl hﬁnting, ana 1.5 times for recreatioaal
boating ia the past 12 moaths. -Fifty—niae perceat had launched a boat at
this site three times or ﬁora and 31% had launched one 10 or more times.

Only 14% had beea shore fishing here at least three times in the last year.

Twenty—one perceat had used the site for ice fishing and 9% had used It for
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waterfowl hunting. In fact, thls was the site where the most people
Interviewed had hunted waterfowl af the iOcation than any of the other
surveyed sites,

Ninety-seven perceat of the boats had beea trailered to the Fin aﬁd
Feather site and 3% had heen cartopped. WNinety-two perceat were powerboats -
an 8% were rowbeats. The 15,1 feet average boat length was almost as small
as the 15.0 feet mean at Filion Road (Table 6). nNaly 6% of the boats were
largerrthan 16' aad noae were nver 18 fest {Table 6). Ninety-seven percent
were powered by outhoard motors and 3% hy iasboards. The mean motor
horsepower of 28.5 was the smallest of any ¥Hnroa County site (Pable 7).
Thirty-alne perceat were less thaa 20 hp, 92% were uader 70 hp, aund none
were over 100 horsepower (Tabla 7).

Righty=one perceat of the people daterviewed wanted Improvemeats made
to thersite. Reventy percaat of these said the channel aeeded to be

dredged. Other commeats iacluded a desire for campiag facilitles (8%),

chaanel markers (6%7), and picaic tables {6%}.
Again, as at ¥ilion Road, haviag the chaanel dredged would be the most

slgnificant improvement that could be made at this site. Chanael markers

would be useful 1f the chaanel we%e dredged. Iﬁpfovements to the Taunching
ramp, dock, and parking facilities would depend upon the depth the chamnel
were dredged to aad the resﬁltant gize of hoat that could navigate it. A
pleaic table or two and some shade trees could be added to the sife

regardless of the undertaking of aay other improvements.

Sumac Island
Sixty-two perceat of the 110 people Interviewed at this state-~owned
site were boat fishermea, 35% were shore aoglers,and 1% were recreational

boaters (Table 3). The average person at this site had used it 3.0 times
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for shore fishing, 6.6 times for boat angling, 3.6 times for ice fishing;
1.0 times for waterfowl hunting, and 0,35 times for recreational-boating in
the previous 12 months.-'Fifty—five percent had launched a hoat here three
times or more and 25% had doze so at least 10 times. Tweaty-nise perceat
had been shore fishing here a minimem of three.times and 12% had beea 10 or
more times. Thirty-two percent bad been ice fishing here aad 15% had used
the site for huntiag waterfowl. This site ranked second only to Filion Road
among all sites surveyved in the aumber of people intervigwed who said they
had hunted waterfowl from the site,

Ninety-six perceot of the. hoats hadAbeeﬂ trailered to the éumac Island
site aand the remaining 47 had beea cartopped. Ninety-twoe perceat were
powerhoats, 67 were rowboats, an 27 were canoes or kayaks. The mean boat
1ength was 15.6 feet (Table 6)., TForty-aine parcent were LA' or less, 88%
were 18" or smaller, and only 5% were greater than or equal to 20 feet
{Table 6). Ninety—four-percént wera powefed By outboard motors, 3% by
iﬁboard/outboafds, and 3% by isboards, The'average motor horsepower was
33.6 with 22% less than 20 hp, 89% were smaller than 70 hp, aad oaly 3% were
10d hp or larger {Table 7). |

Fifty~four perceat of the people faterviewed tﬁought the Sumac Islaad
" site needed Improving. Thirty-séven parcent of those wanted‘the channel
dredged. Nineteen'perce3t wanted thersite eniarged ia terms of more boat
lauaching ramps (13%), more parking area (22),'or both {4%). WNine percent
reguested chaanel mérkers, 9% sald the access road neededlgradiﬂg more often
or ﬁaving, and 42 wanted the dockiag facilities Improved.

Potential improvemeats for the Sumac Island site include widening and

lengthening the boat launching ramp, adding a skid pier, dredging the
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chanael, installing channel markers aad range poles, and constructidg

additional parking. These improvements will greatly iacrease the usefulness
of the site as a beat lauaching facility. Additionally, arraagements should
be made to grade the access road more often or to pave the road. A light in

the viciaity of the ramp would enable a smoother launch flow during pre-dawn

congestlon duriag the duck hunting =easod,

Sebawaing

Fighty perceat of the 199 site users iaterviewed at this clty-owaned
gite were boat fishermen, 16Z were recreational boaters, Aaad 3% were shore
aaglers (Table 3). The averagé person at this site had ased it i.0 timeé-
for shore fishing, 10.5 times for boar aagliag, 2.8 times for lce fishing,
0.18 times for waterfowl hnatiag, aal 2.7 times for reereatloaal bpatiag in
the pripr‘year. Seveaty-six perceat had lanached a bhoat here three times or
more and 50% had lauached one at least 10 times. Oaly 147% had been shore

fishing at the site a minimun of three rlmes aad a mere 3% had done so 10 or

more times. Twenty—oae perceat had heen fce fishing at the site but only 2%

had usei it for hontlag waterfowl.
All the bnats were trallered to the Sebewaiasg site. MNinety-seven

percent were powerboats, 2% ware sailboats, and 1% were rowboats. The mean

hoat length here was 17.3 feet — comparable 1a size to those launched at

raseville (Table ). Forty—four perceat were 16' or smaller, 21% were over

"18', and 17% were greater than or egual to 20 feet (Table 6). Seveaty-two

perceat of the motors were outhoards, 26% were iahoard/foutbeards, aad 2% wevre

{aboards. The average motor horsepower was 87,1 — agala most closely

comparable to Caseville's meaa {Table 7). Nine percent were under 20 hp, 42%

were less thaa 70 hp, 35% were 100 hp or larger, and 127 were equal to or

greater than 130 horsepower (Table 7).
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Fifty percent of the people interviewed at the Sebewaing ramp wanted
improvements made at thi; site. Fifty percent of those wanted the gite
enlarged with more boat lauaching ramps {12%), mafe parking areaz (20%), or
both (18%). FEighteen percent said the channel needed dredging, 8% wanted
channal markers, aad 8% wanted more or better ﬁ&cks.

The Sebewaing sgte aeeds to be enlarged with an addlitlional boat
launching ramp with a dock aad more parkiag area. There were requests for
dredging the chaanel but this site cur;ently handles boats as large as those
at Caseville and though dredgiag may be desiraﬁla, it 1s aot the serious

necesslity it is at other sites,

ﬁ}jen Draia

Sixty—ﬂiﬁa parceaai of the_éz peaple iaterviewed at this state~owned
site were shore fishermen, 23% were hoat aaglers, and 3% were recreakional
boaters {Tahls 3), The average nersoa laterviewed at this site had uvsed it
5.2 times Tar shore fishiog, 2.7 times for hoat ‘angling, 0,19 times for.iqe
fishing, 0.08 times for waterfowl huatiag, and 0.74 times for recreational
boatiag {a the last yeér. Thirty-two perceat af those Interviswed had
lauached a hoat here three or more times and 177 haé &639‘30 at least 1D
times. Thirtg—nﬁe perceat had used the éite for shore fishing at least
three times and 18% had been shere fishiﬁg 10 times or more. Oaly 3Z aand 2%
had gone ice fishing or waterfowl huatidgnrespectively'here-ia the past 12
months. | |

This site had more boats cértopped to it (16%) than aay other site
surveyed, The remaining 84% were trailered to fhe site. Seveaty-nine
perceant were powerboats, 16% were rowboats, and 5Z were canoes or kayaks,
The meaa boat léngth was 16.2 feet (Table 6). Fifty-aine percent were 16'

or smaller, 88% were 18' or less, and 12% were 20’ or more (Table 6)., Most
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of the boats were powered by outboard motors (88%), 6% by inboard/outboards,
and A% by inboards. The average slze of'the motors was 43.1 horsepower
(Table 7). Eight perceat were smaller than 20 hp, 77% were under 70 hp, 15%

were 100 hp or more, and 8% were 150 hp or larger (Table 7).
Forty-six percent of the people idterviewed felt the Allen Drain site

aeeded improving. Desplte the fact that maay more shore anglers were

iaterviewed than hoat fishermesn, 297 wanted the channel dredged. Another

22% gaid the boat lauach chould be improved. Fifteen percent requested

better rest room facllitles,
Potential site improvemenis izclude lenstheniag the ramp, dradglag a

chaaael, and installing  hanac) ma-kera, The ramp shooid also he wldeaed at

least six feet so the skid plex could be placed 1n the middle of the ramp

inatead of at ane edge. This would allow two hoats to he launched or

retrieved at the same time iagtead of oaly one. A secoand troilet should alse

be placed at the slite,

Tistz braia

This state-owned site was used predominately for shore fishing as 747

of rhe 37 people tnterviewed here were shore anglers {Tablé 3.

Twanty-three perceat were hoat fishermen and tha final 3% were recreational

hoaters. The average person ar this site had used it 0.1 times for shore

fishing, 3.5 times for boat aagliag, 1.8 times for jce flshing, 0.30 times

for waterfowl huatlag, aad .33 times for recreational boatiog ia the

previous vear. Thirty~four percent had launched a boat atb this site three

or more times aad 11% had lauached one at least 10 times. Fifty-four
perceat bad shorefished here a miaimum of three times aad 40% had deae so 10

times or more. FREight perceat had used the site for ice fighing and 5% had
£ P E

used it for huating waterfowl.
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All the boats had been trailered to the Tietz braln site with 80% being

powerboats, 10% canoes oOT kayaks, aad 10%Z sailbeats, The mean boat length

was 13.0 feet - the smallest average length of the three Tuscola County sites

(Table 6). Spveqty—elght perceat of the bpats weye 16" or less In length
and all weré 18' or smaller (Table 6. All the bhoats wera powered by
outbhoard motors with aan average horsepower of 18,2 = the smallest mean
horsepower of all the sites surveved (Table 7). Seventy—five perceat were
nader 20 hp aad aone weTe larger thaa 70 horsepower {Table 7).

sixty perceat of the site users surveyed maantioned specific

. improvements they would like made 0 the Tietz Drain gite. OFf those that

ganted lmprovemeals pad., the largest aumber (27%) requested that the
chaanel be dredged. Thirtees percent said the road needed grading or paving
and apother 13% requested some picnic tables. Right percesat wanted

improvemants made to the launch itselif.

Tf this site were LO be improved, the channel should be dredged,

channel markers jastalled, and a better boat lanaching ramp constructed,

gginicasseg
This state-owned sit= was the moat heavily used of the three Tuscola

Coudty gites. Filfty—-seven percent nf the 195 people Laterviewed were boat

fighermea, 30% were shore aaglers, aad 12% were recreational boaters (Table

3y, The average person at the site had used 1if 3.2 times for shore fishing'
>

6.1 times for boat angling, 1.2 times for dce Lishing, 0.28 times for

waterfowl huatlag, and 1.7 times for recreationallboating ia the last 12

moaths, Fifty-eight percent had 1apached a bhoat here three or more times

aand 347% had done so a minimun of 10 times. Twenty—-four perceal had been

shorefishing at the site three times or more aand 9% had shore fished there

at least 10 times. Thirteen percent had goae ice fishing at the site and 5%
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had used it for huntiqg waterfowl,

All the hoats had been trailered to the Quanicassee launch site.
Ninety—eight perceat were powerboats, 1% were rowboats, and lz'we¥e
gailboats., The average hoat measured 16.3 feet 1n length — the largest mean
leagth for Tuscola County sites (Table 6). Sixty-two perceat were 16" or
smaller, 12% were over 18‘,-and 6% were 20" or larger {(Table 6), Elghty-one
percent of the boats were powered by outboard motors, 13% by
inboard/éutboards, and 6Zrby {aboards. The average motor size was 67.6
 horsepower — alse the largest ia Tuscola County {(Table 7). Eighteen perceat

were uader 20 hp, 53% wexe amaller thaa 70 hp, 21% were at least 100 hp, and
7% were 150 hp or more (Table 7).
Only 417 of the pacple {arerviewad felt that the Quanicassee site

needad any improvements. 0f those thatr did waak Improvemeats made, 39%

would like the alte ealarged with more ramps {15%), more parkiag (127%), or
both (12%). Twenty perceat said the ramp dock needed.to be improved.

The primary factor 1imiting public access af this location 1s the lack
of parking space. This should he the first thing addressed as far as
the ramp and the ramp

improvemenls ba this site are coacerned. Secoadly,

dock should be dmproved 1f the parkiag area is expanded significantly.

Smith Park/Essexville

Taterviews at this city~owned site in Bay County were gathered from two

distiact locatlons about 200 yards apart on the Saginaw River ia Essexville.

Both locations had a boat launching ramp but road access betweea the two

areas was rather iadirect. Fach location should technically be considered

separately but due to the teadency of anglers to refer to either location as

r"magexville” it was aot possible to differentlate betweeq the two during

data analysis, Therefore, interviews from both sites were comblqed and a
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single analvsis conducted for the comblaed data.

Thege twi. 3is23 rves2ived dav greater vse tha.a a1y other slt: in Bay
touaty o1 ihe southera yortior of ite say, Thé 532 alza ouars Jacerviewed
hers were fairly evealy divided iate rhree groups with «7% wusiag the

location for boat fishiag, 31% for sirre aagling, aad 277 for recreational

boating (Table 3). The average person at the site used it 3.8 times for

for waterfowl huating, and 9.7 times for recrsaiional boating ia the last
year., 1Ia fact, this site was rhe mos! heavily used site by recreational

hoatars of all the sites surveved. Tifrv—tw: perceat of th» people

{aterviewed had lausched a boat here 1 mialves of three tines and
thirty-alae perceat had lanached one at least 10 tlimes. Twenty~three
percaat had used the sife for shere fishing three or more %imes aad 11% had

doae so 10 times or more. Oaly 1% had gose Ice fishing from this site and

acae had uased it to hunt waterfowl.
411 the boats had heen trailered to the Essexville/Smith Park ‘.painthing

slie. !Diamtuv-geven per: b ow o Lo rloat., 28 wers vowhoats, aad 1% were -

sailhoats, The adverag:e hoat Taneth of 17.2 feet was second ia size ia Bay
Couaty only to the Veteraa’s Park mear of 18.1 feet (Table 6). Forty-three

perceatr were 16' or less, 78% were 18° or less, and 15% were 20' or more

{Table 6). Sixty~three percest of the boats were powered by outboard

o

motors, 21%7 by iaboard/eutboards, aad 167 by iaboards. The average motor
* » ]

g

horsepower at 102,3 was the third highest meaa motor slze of the sites
surveyed behiad those at Veteraas Park and Port Austia (Table 7). Ten
perceat were smaller than 10 hp, 41% were nader 70 hp, 40% were 100 hp or

more, aad 247 were at least 130 horsepower {Table 7}.

n
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_Seventy perceat of the people interviewed said the site needed to be
improved. Twenty-six percent of those wanted the site enlarged with more
launching ramps {11%)}, more parking (6%}, or both (9%). MNineteen percent
would 1ike more or improved ramp docking facilities. Twenty—-seven percent
complained about the lack of restrooms.

The first improvemeat required hete isrthe addition of some restroom
facilities. Secondly, better docks should be provided as rather large bdats
are being launchéd at this site and-good docks in sufficient number are
needed as alds Ia lanachiag and retrleviag the higger boats. Third, the

parking area needs ro be expanded. And fourth, asnother dual lauaching ramp

should be fastalled,

Yeteraas Park

Only 16 people were ianterviewed at this clty-owned site as it was
learaed that few boaters used this site as access Co the bay itself due to
the several mlle run dows the Sagiasaw River to reach the hay. This seems to
be borae out hv the fact that 627 of éhe people surveved were recreational
boaters wversus only 137 that were boat anglers though this was from 2 very
small sample size (Table 3). The averase pefsos at this site had used it
3,8 times for shore fishing, 1.2 ti@es for bhoat angliag, noae for ice
fishing of waterfowl hunting, and 9,7 times for recreationnal boating Ia the

last year. FRighty-one perceat had lanached a boat three times or more and

43% had launched one a minimum of 10 times. Only 127 had been shore fishing

at the site but each had been over 10 times.

All the boats had beea trailered to the Veterans Park site and all were
powerboats. The mean boat length was 18.1 feet which was the largest

average leagth for boats at any site in.Bay County and was secoad only to
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Port Austin for the bay as z whole (Table 6). Tweaty—three pefcent were 16!
or smaller, 62% were 18' or less, and 31% were 20' or more (Table 6).
Fifty—four percent qf the boats were powered by iaboard/cutboard eﬁgines,
39% by outboards, aad 7% by iaboards. The average motor horsepower of 142.,6
was the highest of any site surveyed with none less than 20 hp, only 31%
smaller than 70 hp, 61% at 100 hp or wmore, aad 54% equal Ea or greater thaﬁ
150 kp (Table 7).

Sixty~seven parcént of the Veteraas Park site users surveyed wanted the
Forty perceat of those said to improve the access road by

site improved,

grading it more often or by paving it. Nineteen percent wanted more boat

launching ramps and docks. Aaother 19% would like the area aear the docks

© dredged.

At the preseat time, the site does nol appear to receive enough use
{based on visual observatioas when driving past the site at various times
throughout the survey period) to warraat the addition of more launching
ramps or c¢ocks. The dackss appear to be adequate bat could use sume rubber
bumpers to proktect hoats from rubblag against.them. The access road

definitely needs grading more often or paviag as 1t was severely rutted

during the entire summer.

Liswood
Sixty-four perceat of the 64 people interviewed at this site were boat
anglers, 23% were recreational boaters, and 13Z were shore fishermen (Table
3); The average person at this site had used'it 1.2 times for shore.
fishing, 8.1 times for boat angiing, 4.6 times for ice fishing, 0.43 times
for waterfowl hunting, and 2.0 times for recreational boating in the past 12

months. Eighty-five percent had lauached a hoat at this site three times or
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more and 33% had done so 10 or more times. Nineteen ﬁercent had used the
gite for shore fishing, 36% for ice fishing, and 6% for waterfowl hunting.

All the boats were trailered to the site. Seventy percent were
_powerhoéts, 237% were sallboats, and 7% were rowboats. The average boat
length was 15.2 with 80% being 16' or less ia length, 98% at 18' or uader,
and oaly 2% being 20' or over (Table 6), Ninety-eight perceat of thbse with
motors were powerad by outboard.angines and 2% by iaboards. The mean sgize
of the motors was 26.5 horsepower (Table 7}, TForty-five percent were 1e§s
thanléo hp, 90% were smaller than 70 hp, and just 2% were 100 hﬁ or more
{Tabla 7).

Eighty-sizx percent of the people interviewnd thought the site needed
imptovemea;s. Tweaty-nine perceat wanted the cheasel dredged, 24% wanted a
hoat lavachinsg ramp put in, and 9% sald the road seeded Improviag.

This site needs to-have the channel dredged first, Then a boat
lauﬂching-ramp could he {astalled as this site curéently has onlv a gradeﬁ

gravel area serviag as the lauach, T7f these two improvemeats were made, the

parking area would probahly need enlarging to handle the additional use the

site wonld get.

Coggiag Draia

AT

Seveaty—four perceat of the 103 site users daterviewed at this
state-owned locatlon were boat fishermen, 247 were shore aaglers, and 1%
were recreational boaters (Table 3). The average persoa at this site had
used it 1,5 times for shore fishing, 6.9 times for hoat angling, 5.5 times
for ice fishiang, 0.67 tlmes for éaterfowl'hunting, and 0.56 times for
- recreational beating ia thé previous vear. Fiftv-one perceat of those

interviewed had lannched a hoat three times nr more and 26% had lauached one




over 10 times. Twenty-sevea perceat héd been shore fighing at the site, 427
had uéed it for ice fishing, aad 6% had used it for hunting waterfowl.

Ninety-eight percent of the boats had been trailered to the Coggilas
Drain site and rest had beean cartopped. Ninety-eight pércent were
powerbeats, 17 were row§oats,rand 1% were canoes or kayaks. The average
boat length of 14.9 feet was the second smallést mean boat size of all the
sltes surveyed (Table 6). Ninety perceat were 16' or smaller, 98% were 18!
or less, and oaly 1% were 20" or largef (Tahle 6). Ninety-five percent were
powered by outhoard engines, 4% by inboard/cutboards, aad 1% by iaboards.
The 25.2 mean horsepower of the motors was rhe smallest average motor
horsepower of aay site smveyed (Table 7)., Forcv-aine pereent were under 20
‘hp, 96% were less thaa 70 hp, aad oaly 3% were 100 hp or more.

Bighty—one percent 65 the people Iinterviewed wanted the Coggias Draia
slte improved. Sixty-four perceat of rhose said the channel needed
dredging. Seveateen percent waated the hoat launching ramp {mproved. S§ix
percent would like a dock installed, aad 5% requested more parking area,

Potential improvemeats to this site include the constroction of a dual
lauaching ramp with a skid pier, increasing the pa?king area, dredging the
cﬁannel, and putting in chﬁnnel markers, Ihese improvemeats would enhance
the site considerably in terms of providiag hoaters access to Saginav Bay.
Saow should

No other improvements to this site seoem aecessary at this time.

be cleared from the parking lot to provide parking for ice fishermen.

‘Pincoaniag
Sixty-three percent of the 46 people Interviewed at this state-owned
site were boat anglers, 28% were recreational boaters, and 9% were shore

fishermen (Table 3), The average person at this site had used it 1.5 times
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for shore fishiag, 5.8 times for boat angling, 2.1 times for ice fishing,
0.07 times for waterfowl hunting, and 1.2 times for recreational boating in
the last 12 months, Sixty-aniae perceat had launched a boat three or more
times at this site and 357 had launched one at least 10 times., Seventeen
percent of those interviewed had used the site for shore fishing, 262 for
ice fishing, and 4% for huating Waferfowl.

Ninety-eight perceant of the boats had beea trallered to the Piaconning
site and 27 had been cavrtopped. Sixtyftwo percent were powerhoats, 21% were
sailboats, 14% were rowhoats, and 3% were canoes or kayaks., The average
leagth of boats launched at this site of 14.8 feet was the smallest mean
boat length for aay site surveved {Tahle #)}. Eighty-eight percenf of the
boats were 16" or less in langth, 98% were 18' or smaller, aond only 2% were
20" or more {(Table 6). ALl the boats were ﬁowared by outboard eﬁgines, the
average size of which was 28.1 horsepower {(Table 7). Fifty—tﬁree pércent
were under.ZO hp, 93% were less thax 70 hp, aad 3% were at léast 1390

horsepower {Table 7},

Seventy~four pearcent of thé veople Interviewed at the Pinconaiﬂg
site wanied Improvescats made. Fifti—five perceat of those that would like
the site improved reguested that the chanael be dredged. Twenty-three
perceat said the access road aeeded improviag andr7Z would like more parkisg
area.

?otentiéi improvemeﬁts to this site.include recons tructing a ramp with
a skid piei to replace the existing cemeat ramp,.increasing the parking
capacity,'paving the parking aand maneuver areas, dredging the channel, and
installing chanael markers, The ramp should bé wideged so that the skid

pler could be placed ia the ceater of the ramp'to allow two boats to he

lauached at the same time. These improvements would make this -
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site adequate for boating access to Saginaaw Bay and no other Improvements

are currently deemed necessary.

Pize River

Fifty percent of the 25 people interviewed at this state—owned site
‘were boat fishermen, 427 were shore anglers, énd.SZ were reéreational
boaters. In the last year, the average persoa had used the site 1.8 times
to shore fish, B.5 times for boat %agling, 0.28 times for ice fishing, 0.28
times to huat waterfowl, aad 0.96 times for recreational boatilng. Sixty
perceat had used the site for boatlfishing, 52% for shore fishiag, 12% for
ice fishing, 12% for waterfowl buntiing, and 20% for recreational boating,

Ninety~thren parcent of the boats had beea trailered to the Pine River
site aand the remaining 7% had been cartopped., Eighty—six percent were
powerboats, 7% were rowboats, and 7% were canoes or kayaks. .The average
boat length was 15.5 feet with 85% beiag 16' or less and the other 15% more
than 18'.but less thaa 20 feet {(Table 6}, Ninety—-twe perceat of the boats
were powered hy putboard eagines and 8% by inboards. The mean horsepower of
the motors was 62.3 horsepower (Table 7). Thirty-one percent were less than
20 hp, 85% were uader 70 hp, aad 8% were at Ieast 150 horsepower (Table 7).

8ixty-four percent of the peoplé iﬁterviewed_said the Pine River site
neede& improvements., Nineteea percent of these wanted the channel dredged
and another 19% requested chanael markers, 8ix percent wanted the boat
launching ramp iméroved.

Improvements this site needs are channel dredgiag and installation of

channel markers. The launching ramp aad dock may need improving if the

chanael is dredged to a depth such that it could accommodate larger boats.
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é_g_ Gres

Seveaty—one percent of the 286 people interviewed at this state-owned
site were boat fishermen, 19% were shore aaglers, and 9% were recreaticnal
beoaters (Table 3)}. The average person intervieﬁed at this site had used it
1.5 times to shore fish,75.5 times for beat anglihg, 0,93 times for ice
fishing, nene to huant waterfowl, aad 1.1 times for recreational boating in
the last 12 months. Fifty-eight perceat had launched a boat three times or
more and 27% had done so at least 10 times. Thirty perceat had vsed the
site for shore fighiag but naly 9% had over three times. Elevesn perceat had
gone 1ce fiéhing here but aone had wsed this location fer hunting
waterfowl. |

All the hoats had heen trailered to the Au Gres site. Winety-six
percent were powerbéats, 3% were sailboats, and 1% were canoes or kavaks.
The mean boat leagth was 16.9 feet (Table 6). ?ifty—th;ee percent were 16"
loag or iess, R1%Z were I8' or smaller, and 10Z were equal to or greater thaa
20 feet fTéble 4Y. Seventy-two perceat were powered by ontboard engines,
18% by iaboard/outboards, and 19% by inhoards. The average size of the
motors was &7.8 horsepower {Table 7). Fourteea perceat were smaller than
20 hp, 497% were under 70 hp, 347 were 100 hp or more, and 16% were at least
150 horsepower (Table 7).

Forty-nine percent of the people iaterviewed meationed specific
improvements they felt should he made to tﬁé_Au Gres site, The most
apmerous reguest (22% of those that answered the guestioa) was for more boat
launchiag ramﬁs. Sixteen perceat wanted the access road improved. Ten
percent would like a watef’faucet or pump inafélléd for both drinkiag water
and for washdown at a fish cleaning station. Eight perceat said the site

needed to be eanlarged with more parking area. There were three times as
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many complaiats about there aot being anough boat launching ramps received
on weekends than during the week. Also, many people {21%Z) complained about
having to pay a $3.00 dalily fée in order to use the Au Gres site.

The most pressing Improvement needed at the An Gres site is the
addition of a third dual boat lauaching ramp to alleviate the congested
conditions that exist early iﬂ the morning and on weekends. The
coastruction of more temporary docking facilities would also be useful
duriag times of intense launching_or retrieval activity such as whea a
squall comes up and blﬁws many boaters off the bay at the same time,
Something should ba done about either paving-the access road or grading it

is site is heavily used aad the road is badly rutted. The

more often as th

installation of a pump or faucet for Arinking water would also be a

worthwhile additinn.

Additional specific information for each site was gathered and

_ processed bhut dus to budget aad time coanstraints waé aot Iaterpreted iﬁ this
report. Th}ﬁ site~specific iaformation iacludes the followiag: county of
residence of the people interviewed, where they would prefer an additional
site and why, the aumber that stayed overnight aad the perceat thatr ﬁsed
various types of accomwodatinns, the times people arrived and departed as

well as the total time at the site, how loag it took them To get o the

site, and how many miles they traveled to reach the =site.
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CONCLUSION

The Saginaw Bay waters of Lake Huron were found to provide recreatioqal
activities not only for local resideats, but for ﬁeople from 45.Michigan
countles and several other states. These waters, rather thgn being simply a
regional asset, constitute a state resource and should be treated as such.
Public access sites on.Saginaw Bay are the means by which most people gain
access to the bay and should he reprasentative of the quality of access
facillties provided in the State of Michigan to Great T.akes waters. Ia
general, -Saginaw Ray éublic access sites do not currently provide the access
quality that should exist in aﬁ area of snch fecreatiqaal impoftance.

Most public Aaccess sites on éaginaw Bay have a clientele of repeat
users as well as a coantimial influx of people who have never used ﬁhat
particular site before but are lookiag for new recreatiozal areas to use.
The significaat sumber of new vsers at each site could iadicate one or more
of the following: first, that there are a large number of people seeking
to the bay for the first time and the quality of the accesg'available

accaess

at the site determines whether these people return again or not; second,

that the more popular or favored sites are overcrowded aad the new users are.

trying to access the bay in a less coagested area; or third, that these

people have become dissatisfied with another site and are seeking one more

suited to thelr desires or neads,

The importance of providing good boat launching facilities can be seen
in the fact that 99% of all boats had beea trailered to the sites versus

oaly 1% that were cartopped aad which are able to use sites with poorer

SIS W I aplz B T e - . = £ w1 r T o4l
\ A I AN a5 T OWETENIS Lnz ootz watars of the fSreat Takes

12 monaors than de ialand lakes. The

at}




bigger the boat the heavier aad more un&ieldly it becomes aad the necessity
of having good launching ramps and facilities increases.

Four sités preseatly support the bulk of the demand fér boat launching
facilities on Saginaw Bay — Port Austin and Caseville in Huroa Coumaty, thé
Smith Park/Essexville site in Bay Couaty, and the Au Gres site in Arenac
Couatyl(Figure 1), This is because they are among the few public access
sites oa Saglﬁaw Bay with chaonels deep encugh for large trailerable boats
to navzgate safely under a variety of lake levels and Weather conditions.
The siagle greatest obstacle Lo providing adequate access to bay waters is
the wide shallow littoral zone with long distances between natural chaanels,
All of the major access facllities are placed wheve natural channels
peecurred,

The few gites that curreatly have chaaanels of adeguate depth are
overcrowded, as larger boats are restricted to using these sifes because of
the amount of water they draw, and aeed to be ealarged, The capacity of
these sites should be iancreassd by coancurreantlv in Cr2381ﬂg the mmmber of
bhoat Jaunch;ng ramps and the atea availahle for parkiqg. Additional dockiag
facilities to provide Eemporéry mooring sites for boaters while waiting ia
line are also ngEded at these sites to haadle the overflow bhoat volumé
.duriag peak boat launching and retrieving periods. Tempcraryimooring sites
might enable 1auﬁched boats to clear the ramp more gquickly, thus providiag
for.more efficient use of existing ramps,.
facilitate launching and retrieval aad to control traffic might Increase
efficiency of ramp use duriag peak volume periods at the larger sites.

Becanse Saginaw Bay users seek access to portionsrof the Bay which lie
beyond prudent small boat cruising distancé from these major access sites,

additlonal adequate facilities should be provided. Several public access
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sites lie betweea the major sites and at selected sites, artificial chanmels
should he dredged. Wave action and aloﬁgshore curreats will result in
sediment deposition ia the chaanels and decliaiag lake levels may require
more extensive or more frequeat dredging. At some locatiops berms or
jetties may he necessary to protect chanaels from filling in, Some sites
might have to be abaadoned as the coasequence of rapid chaanel siltation or
declining lake levels. Supplemental dredging may be required to maintaln
selected cha;nelg dqriﬂg periods of low water, Dredging of chanaels at
sitas not recommended ia this report or abéndonment of chaannels at
recommended sites are alternatives which caa be considered oaly after a
subsequent survey shows that more access 1s required or that there is
insufficient nsa Lo juﬁtify dredging costs.

There ars many miﬂcellaﬂeausVimprﬂvemeats rhat coﬁld he made to sphance
the sites but these are nsot crucial to their suitability for lauachiog
boats., MWaoy of the dirt access roads need to either be surfaced or graded
on a more regular basls as they were severely rutted. The addition of edge
channel markera and a lighted marker at the lakeward end of the channél
would he appreciated by masy users, as would the ingtallation of a pump or
faucet for drinking water. Many people would like lighted parking areas.

Shore aaglers ia particular meationed a desire for picaic tables,

shade. trees, and adequate toilet facilities at some of the sites.

Scheduled Improvemeants

Curreatly fuads have beea obtalned by the MDNR Waterways Division to

improve two Saginaw Bay public access sites and for creation of a third.

The Port Austin site ia Huroa County is to be improved hy the addition of a
public boat lauaching ramp aad iacreased parking area. Vehicular traffic

congestion at Au Gres ia Arenac County will be reduced by the constructlon
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of an access road to the shore fishing parking lot next to the north pier
which bypasses the boat launch access road énd p;rkiag area. A double ramp
and parking lot will be coastructed near the commercial fishing dock in
Bayport, Hurqn County. The MDNR Waterways Division has also récently

acquired'prOPerty adjaceat to the Caseville pler.

Recommeandations:

‘The HDNR-Waterways Division éoes not have sufficient funds te implement
improvemeats at all Saginaw Bay sites which have impaired access. Local-
units of'govefnment conld enhance chances for specific site improvements by
providing funds to watch MDNR Waterway Division resources. The following
recommendations for site improvemeaf are made in-an attempt to reconcile the
aeed for improvements with the presest economlc realities,

‘Priority should he given to improving the foilewing‘existing gccess
sites: Sumac Island, Ailen Drala, Smith Park/Essexville, and Coggias Road.
These sites are located near pepular or traditional fishing areas. Use of
the Smith éark/ﬁssexville site is impaired by laadequate parking and too few
ramps of poor coaditcion. Expanded'parking and at least two additicaal
launchiag ramps are needed at this location. The Sumac Tsland site should
have the channel dredged and aa additional ramp installed. A concrete ramp
should be iastalled at the Coggins Road site, the chaanel dredged, and a
snow removal program implemented to provide parkiag for ice fishermea., AL
both Sumac Island and Coggins Road, rasge markers with lights should be
installed at the onshore eﬁd of the dredged.channels. The Allen Drain
channel needs to be dredged and the mouth of the channel should be marked

with buoys. In the eveat that all of these priority improvements caanot be

funded in the aear future, we recommend that further prioritization be




established on thg basis of the absoiute number of site users which will be
identified in MDNR creel ceasus ilaformation.® This more detailed
prioritization should-provide a higﬁ ranking for channel iImprovemeonts at one
of the three sites where dredging was recommended,

Access sites at Caseville, Sebewaing, Ouaaicassee, Piaconning, and Au
Gres also re&uire‘improvements, but of lower priority. The Pinconning sife
needs channel dredsing. At Caseville adegquate toilet facilities and parking
are required adjacent to the fishing pier. Parking at the public ramp needs
to be better organized. This could bde accomplished hy gravel surfacing and
delineation of drives aad parkiog places with coacrete bumpers. If overflow
from the public site is to be directed te nearby private launching ramps,
thea a legible siga bearing a map showiag the routes o the private sites
should be placed in a prominent location af the public site eatrance.
Expanded parking areas aod one additional ramp each should be added to both
the Sebewaling and Quanicassee sites. An a&ditional double ramp needs to be
added to the Au Gres site at the upriver ead of the trailer parking area.
If the user fee for Au Gras caanot elimiﬁated, then a promineat sign
justifyi;g the fee should beplaced at the entrance. Additionally, shade
trees should be planted at the Filion Road site and picnic tables placed at
Filion Road, Allen Drain, aad Sebewalng on a trial basis.

Stroag iaterest has been expressed for new access sites at Bay City
State Park and betwaen.Caseville and Port Auvstin aﬁ the mouth of the

Pianebog River. The exposed shoreline and geatly sloping bottom at these

*A MDMR creel census was coanducted concurreatly with this study and
jaformation on the total number of people usiang each site (instead of only
the number interviewed) wlll be available from the Iastitute for Fisherles
Research in Ann Arbor, Michigaa by the spring of 1983,
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sites present significant construction and maintenance preblems. Chanaels
must be dredged from shore to deep water aad extend lakeward to a sﬁfficient
depth to provide access during periocds of low lake level. These channels
must be protécted by breakwalls in order to prevent filling by sediments
‘transported by wave actlon aad aloagshore currents. Launching ramps need to
be protected from wave actloa as well, in order to enable safe retrieval of
boats during storms. |

The Bay City State Park site would require approﬁimately 400 feet of
breakwater and 1,100 feet of dredged chaasel. Since there would be a0
natural river cuorreat to flush the channel, f;equent dredging is anticipated
with an anticipated cost (MDNR estimate) of about SIZS,OOﬁ PET Year.

A loager chaanel woﬁld be reduired at the Pianebog site because of
of fshore sand bars. Ephmeral bars found at the river mouth would be
displaced by breakwater coastructlon, but might recur at the end of the
breakwall, This pessiﬁle bar formation could be disrupted during periodé of
high flow during spring ruaoff, but re-establishment f?cm aloagshore current .
deposition during summer may necessitate frequent dredgisg to maintain safe
access to the channel. Breakwater construction ecould result in siginificént
beach erosion along adjacent beaches to the west of the river mouth,
particularily during périods of high lake level.

Both sites would provide significant iacreases In public access to

Saginaw Bay in areas where demaad is high. These sites lie within state

park béundaries with ample room for developmment of access roads and

patking. The Bay City Stéte Park site eoataing existing parkiog areas gear
potentiél rémp sites and includes approximately 250 campsites with toilets
and showers. The proximity of this park to urban areas aad to the I-75

freeway enables ready access for large metropolitan populations In the
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southeastern part of Michigan. Stroag local support exists for the additien
of boat launching facilities to Bay City State Park.

The potentially high dredging costs for maintaining these sites
requires that feasibility studies to compare 5enefits with costs be
conducted before further developﬁent can be justified ., Coastal engineering
studies are recommendsd to determiae the raté at which channel sedimentation
would occur, frequency and schedulinag of dredging, and appropriate dredging
methbds to minimize cﬁst and enviroamental impact. Dredging freéueacies and
costs for blind chaannels of similar configuration in Saglnsaw Bay should be
reviewed, Alternative fuading mechanisms for initial construction and
anaual mainteonance should be identified.

Tnitial faasibiiity work iacluding review of existing Saginaw Bay
dredging activity, methods, and costs, literature review, and preliminary
engineering caledations usiag existing data shOui& be funded. Preliminary
projections of economic beaefits should be made using output from an
economic survey of anglers preseatly being coaducted by Michigan Sﬁate
UniversityQ If the outcome of this prelimizary work suggests that further
effort is justified, thén more comprehensive studies should he. conducted to
provide an acéurate assessment of sedimentatieon rates aad related dredging
costs. Sedimeat transport models incorporatiag alongshore transport, wave
actionrresuspaasioa, and shoreline structure impact functions should be used
to predict dredging freguency. These predictions should ineclude an
assessﬁené of the need for uascheduled dradging resulting from storms
occurriag at uausual frequencies and lateasities. Appropriate field surveys
should be coaducted to sup#ort the medeling effort.

This study has shown that Ssginaw Bay 1is a8 popular state resource aad
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that there currently exists a large demand for access to this resource. It
has also documenﬁed the public's perception of the inadequaciés of the
individual access sites which turned out to be rather extensivé. Suggestions
have been made to improve public access to Saginaw Bay by éssigning
priorities to which sites sheuld be improved first asd what improvements
néed to be made at these sites. The demand for puglic access to Saginaw Bay
is expected to increase substantially ia the aear future and improvements In

site facilities must he made to accommodate this demand,
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Public Participation

Preliminary fiadings were preseated and public input was received at
meetings with elected public officials, representatives of local goverament,
couaty plaaning officials, businessmen, iadividual citizens, and sportsmens

erganizations. The following list summarizes public participation meetings

and locatlioans:

Bay City
Saginaw Bay Advisory Committee
Michdigan Uaited Coaservation Clubs
individual citizens
Michigan DNR

Bay City ' .
Bay Couaty Watural Resources Committee
MDNR
City of Bay city
Ray County
representives of state legislators
represeatatives of U, 5. congressmen
MUcG
Fast Michigan Tourist Assoclatina
Bay Couafy Chamber of Commercs
individual citizens :
charter hoat operators
news media
Greater Saginaw Bay Fishiag Consortium
Michigan Steelheaders

Bad Axe
Huron County Commissioners

news media
Buron Intermediate School District

Bayport
Village officials
Huroa Couaty Commissioners
local businessmenn

Caro )
Tuscola Couaty Commissioners
Tuscola County Planaing Commission

Saginaw
East Central Michlgan Planniag Commission

ECMPDR Eavircsamental Adviscery Committee
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Sebewalng .
Village of Sebewaing
Huron Couaty Commissioners

MDNR
news media
local businessmen

Public input was obtained through site surveys and through aumerocus

informal discussioans with business people located near the access sites.

Preliminary Eagineeriag

Sites with impaired access were idaetified early in the survey
proceés by ECMPDR staff. Selected sites were chosen with assistance from
the MDNR Waterways Division for preliminary engineering studies to define
pbtentialrimprovements and provide preliminary cost estimates. These
studies were conducted by the MDNR Waterways-Division TLanging staff.
Waterwavs Division field staff and ECM?DR staff assisted ia field surveys,

The preliminafy engineering raport for the following sites constitutes
Appendix A: Pinconning State Park, Coggins Road, Allen Cut, Sumac Islan&,
and Filion Road. TFor each site information is preseated on amouat of
dredging required, recommended dredging methods, and potentlal site

improvements., Oost for Improvements at each site are estimated,
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SUMMARY

The sites studied included .

Pinconning State Park {(existing and alternate)
- Coggins Road P.A.S.

1

Bay County

Tuscola County Allen Cut P.A.S.

Sumac Istand P.A.S5.
- Filion Road P.A.S.

Hduron County

with individual determinations made for the following aspects at sach site:

Amount of Dredging Required

Each site’'s access channel was checked for existing water depths and
sottom conditions with the use of range poles, peat rods and a hydraulic
wash boring rig. A design channel depth of three feet below the
International Great Lakes Datum and 40' wide at the base was chosen

to provide safe access for most trailerable boats in Jow water times.

The length of the dredged channal required was found by measuring cut
to 4 1/2 to 5 feet of water, which at the time of soundings refiected
the bottom contour of 3' below water datum. For each channel, sections
are shown that reflect the water depth and type of material to be
dradged, with a separate Tisting of earthwork gquantities.

Method of Dredging Recommended

Four thumb area dredging contractors were contacted concerning
dredging methods used in Saginaw Bay. Also, three Department of
Natural Resources personnel who worked closely with Saginaw Bay
dredging projects were contacted for input.

The method most recommended was the berm method utilizing either a
dragline or backhoe. The machine dredges material from half of the
channel width and deposits it on a speils bank. The machine works

off the spoils bank out to the desired water depth, then the spoils
bank and the other half of the channei width is dredged and brought
back fto shore by truck, Another method that can sometimes be used s
to operate a backhoe off the ice and load the dredged materials into
dump trucks. This method can be used when the ice is solid to the
take bottom enly., The draw backs to this method are the winter weather
conditions and the problems with getting insurance when working off
the ice. This method was judged to be more expensive than the spoils
bank method. The hydraulic dradge method was investigated and was not
deemed feasible since the smaller hydraulic dredges only dredge silts
and sands and will not cut the clay materials which were found at

each site. Also, the cost estimate for hydraulic dredging is twice

as much as that for the backhoe-dragline spoils-bank method.
A1l dredged spoils will be completely removed from the lake and

'dgposi?ed onto uplands, not in a wetland, in a manner to prevent return/
- siltation into the lake or wetland. .
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Site Improvements

The individual site improvement recommendations were arrived at by
reviewing present site facilities and determining if these would be
adequate for anticipated increases in site use dug to the expanding
walleye and perch fishery in Saginaw Bay. All existing concrete
plank ramps need to be increased in Tength to provide adequate wafer
depth at lower water levels. The Coggins Road site needs a new con-

crete plank ramp.

Skid piers will be used at all sites td assist the boater in launching
and retrieving and to provide temporary docking.

Most existing parking areas should be expanded and designated by the
use of concrete parking bumpers. Concrete parking bumpers will be
used whenever possible to control parking since they can be readily
removed for winter snow removal operafions. Vault-type toilet
facilities will be maintained throughout the winter on sites which
are used by persons who gain access to the lake to fish through the

ice,

Channel marker buoys recommended are Rolyan modsl numbers 1748-R (red)
and 17148-B (black). These buoys are 9 incres in diameter and 6] inches
high and float with 36 inches of exposure. The red and black buoys
would be placed opposite each other at the edges of the channel and

the spac1ng between the sets would be 400 feet.

It is recommended that range potes with targets be installed on sites.
which have straight channels and are clear of trees. The height of
the poles, size of the targets, and distance between the poles will
have to be determined on an individual site basis.

Costs

The cost estimates for individual sites are listed below. These cost
estimates were derived using recent dredging costs from iocal dredging
contractors and by using recent force account costs from projects
constructed by Waterways Division construction crews.

Dredging Site Improve-

Site Cost ment Cost Total
Pinconning S.P. (existing) $ 64,295 $ 23,560 $ 87,855
Pinconning S.P. (alternate) 116,710 35,180 _ 151,880
Coggins Road 106,645 29,290 135,835
Allen Cut 39,050 9,075 _ 48,125
Sumac Island 16,775 24,255 41,030
Filion Road 63,910 5,610 69,520

A complete breakdown of costs in included with each site description.
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PINCONNING S.P. T17N, RSE, Sec. 19

This site is located in Bay County, five miles east of I-75 and two
miles east of Pinconning off M-13.

The existing site consists of gravel parking for six cars and six
car and trailer units, two vault type toilets and a twenty-four foot by
sixty foot concrete plank ramp. Neither the slope nor the depth of the
ramp meet Waterways' standards. There are submerged pilings just south
of the ramp which extend lakeward 500 to 600 feet, The distance from
the ramp to two feet below datum is nine hundred feet. At this pbint,
it is necessary to head southeast 2,716 feet to the Pinconning River
channel then go sast to deep water. As shown on the sketch of this
area, the total length of dredging wi11 involve 900 feet out from the
ramp, then 336 feet southeast to an area which is presently at 3.0 feet
helow datum for approximately 1,780 feet, then 600 feet to the channel
of the Pincomning River, then 2,600 feet Takeward. This resuits in a
fota? of 4,436 fest of dredging to obtain a minimum depth of three feet
below datum. |

Proposed improvements include reconstructéng the ramp to a 13% -
slope with a .toe elevation three feet below datum, increasing the parking
capacity to ten cars and twenty-five car-and trailer units and paving
the parking and maneuver areas. In addition, a channel with a 40 foot
bottom width would be dredged to three feet below datum. Marker buoys
wouid‘be placed on theAchanne1, the submerged pi]ings markad for safety
and a sign placed in the 900 foot area which would direct boaters to the
Pinconning River Channel.

Both State and Federal permits ﬁust be obtained before proceeding

with the dredging and reconstruction of the launch ramp.
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The channel dredging would be done on a contract basis. The Waterways
Division constructién crew would reconstruct the.ramp, construct the parking
improvements and install the necessary;markers and signs. The project
" could be completed in the one construction season.

Mo major problems are expected in the construction of this project.
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QUANTITY / COST _ESTIMATE
PINCONMMNING, ©.F7

WO BY COUTRACT ~ CHWANNEL

DPREDGE , WASTE O SITE MN,e20 ¢ e®s= | ¥58 450

&7y COMTINCENCY 5. .845

SUB ~ TOTAL *’(04, 75

WORES BY STATE - PARKIMNG AND RAMP

CLEAPING BOO DY e 1 . SO0
2p0dD FiLL (FROM DREDGE ) - LEOO € &« .70, .. OO
22 A GPavEL : OO Y e 2T ©,000
LPADE OFF MASTE IOADO (Y« .TO... 3,045
CONCRETE cUfes - GO EA s 257 .. 1,500
WOoD FosTS 2% EA = 1% ko)
24 x O CONCRETE FLANE RAMP LuMP Sumt 4 00
CRAMMEL MARHERS LUMP SUM 200
SLUBMERGED FPILE MARWMERSD LOMP sUiM OO
MOBLIZATION LUMP SUM {,5C0
21,420
IO67% conMidc@acy 14T

SUB ~TOTAL © 2%, 560

TOTAL, PROJECTY OO T # &7  BeO

NOTE ... TO DREDGE CHANMEL TG 5.0 BELOW oW WATED
DATUM APD  * PS5, 200 To THE ToTAL PROJECT COST

17-



PINCONNING 5.P. (o
_;;ﬁ o @uﬁﬁMKﬂ£>

A

G, .

3 - -

Fora TOn. THIED , 1T 2600 L artTe 5.0 Belows DETLR ) \I
& T e T o |

¥ ’ P, > S U

ILE _




PINCONNING S.P. (Alternate Site) T17M, RSE, Sec. 30

- Pinconning State Park is bounded te the south by the Pincerning
River. The State Park property on the river was investigated as an
alternate location for boating access. | |

The site is approximately 1,400 feet upstream (west) from the river
mouth, with access from Two Mile Road. The river is shailow (present
depths of 2.5-3.0 feet) and ranges in width from 50 to 60 feet. On
the south side of the river is a private marina approximately 1,000 feet
upstream from the riveé mouth. |

Development of this alternate site would require dredging and main-

tafning a channel approximatley 1,400 feet to the river mouth and an

additional 4,000 feet out into the lake to reach a wéter depth of three
feet below Tow water datﬁﬁ. A large amount of fil11 would be required for
parking and-roads cn the low land along the river. Were boaters to utilize
this site, they would have to pass by the private marina on their way to

and from Saginaw Bay, with the possibility of cenflict 1fke1y.

The proposed improvements at the site would involve a 24 foot by 60

foot concrete plank ramp with a skid pier, parking for 25 car and trailers

and 10 cars, a vault type toilet and the azbove detailed dredging,

The channel and.river dredging would be done on a contract basis.
The wéterways Division construction crew wouid construct the sfte im-
provements. The project could be compieted in one construction season.

No major problems are expected in tha construction of this project.
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COGGINS ROAD P.A.S. T16N, RSE, Sec. 7

This site js Tocated in Bay Lounty, two miles east of M-13 and
five miles southeast of Pinconning.

In its prasent condition, this site provides a gravel Taunch area,
undesignateﬁ gravel parking for 25 car and trailer units and two vault
type toilets. The distance from the existing Taunch area to three feet
below datum is 3,600 feet. |

Proposed mprovements inciude construction of a 36 feot by 60 foot
concrete plank ramp with a skid pier and designated parking for 45 car
and trailer units. In addition, a channel with a 40 foot bottom width
would be dredged to three feet below datuﬁ. Marker buoys would be placed
along the channel.

Both State and Feﬁeral permits must be obtained before proceeding
with the dreding and construction of the Taunch ramp.

The channel dredging would be done on a contract basis. The Water-
ways Division construction crew would install the rémp, construct the
parking area and install the channel markers. The project could be
completed in one construction season.

Construction bf this site should present no major problems, ' However,
Tocal residents claim that existing nearby channels have to be dredged on
a yearTy basis. If frequent dredging is required, it will add consider-

ably to annual site maintenance cosis.
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ALLEN CUT P.A.S. T15N, R8E, Sec. 30

This site is located in Tuscola County, four miles west and north
of M=25 and seven miles west and north of Unionviile.

In ftsApresent condition, this site provides a 24 foot by 44 foot
concrete plank famp with a skid pier, one vault type toilet and gravel
parking for ten cars and twelve car-trailer units. The distance from the
ramp to 2.5 féet below datum is 3,500 feet. For the first 1,900 feet,
the bottom is a soft silt material that extends beToQ the planned dredge
depth. We do not feel the first 1,900 feet reguires dredging at this time
since this material is a soft, fluid 511t which should not hinder boating
_through this area fo any great exient. '

Proposed improvements include lengthening the ramp to a teé elevation
of three feet below datum, dredging a channel with a forty foot bottom
width to three feet beiow datum and installing markers along the channel,
A1 dredged material would be disposed of on site.

Both State and Federal permits must be obtained before proceeding
with the dredging_and construction of the Taunch ramp.

The Waterways Division construction crew would extend the ramp and
install the channel markers. Dredging of the channel would be done on
a coniract basis. In either case, the work would prebabiy be accomplished
during one construction season.

The dredging prbject begins 1,900 feet from the ramp and extends
lakeward another 1,600 feet. A successful project requires access to the
dredging area across the privately owned spoils bank on the southwest side
of the channel. The only alternative is construction of an access 5erm
from the state land on the northeast side of the channel. This expensive

alternative would not bz economicdlly feasible.

W




If the silt maferial in the first 1,900 feet of the channel needed to
be removed at a Tater date, it could be done by hydraulic dredging methods.
The dredgéd material could be placed on state owned Tands near the site,

above the ordinary high water mark (579.8 feet 1.G.L.D.).
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SUMAC fSLAND P.A.S. T16N, R9E, Sec., 15

This site is located in Huron County, off Geiger Road, 2.5 miles
west of M-25 and 5 miles north of Sebewaing.

Existing site developments include a 24 foot by 40 fost concrete
plank ramp with a skid piter, 2 vault type toilets and parking for 20
cars and 12 car and trailer units. The distance from the ramp to 3 feet
below datum is 1,500 feet. The present channel is shaliow and apprbximateTy
15 feat wide.

Proposed improvements include widening the ramp to 36 feet, Tengthening
the ramp to a toe elevation of 2 feet below datum, installing channel markers
and constructing parking for 40 cars and 30 car and tréi?er units. Material
dredged from the channel will be used as i1l to makerraom for the parking
expansion. Existing ;ip rap along west shore will be dozed toward the
Take to form a ridge in back of which the dredged material will be placed.

Funds are presently available for dredging at this location. On
a contract basis, this dredéing would be accomplished in 1983. Waterways
Division has valid State and Federal permits for the dredging and ramp
construction, although minor modification must be.requestéd to bring the
permits into conformance with the final plans. This should not delay the

estimated completion date.

Construction of the ramp and parking areas and installation of the
channel markers would be accomplished by the Waterways Division construc-

tion crew. This work could be completed during one construction season

following approval of required funds,
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No major problems are predicted in the construction of this project.

The dredging of the channel will provide improved bank fishing
opportunities. The suggestion has aiso been made that additional dredging
be dcﬁe along the east side of the island to provide additional areas for
bank fishing. The area to be dredged would be in accordance with
reéommendatiens from Ffsheries Division for this typé of work, Quantities

for this work would be developed using the recommendations for dredging

From Fisheries Division.
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QUANTITY / COST _ESTIMATE
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FILION ROAD P.A.S. S T17N, RIOE, Sec. 17, 20

This site is located in Huron County, 0.5 miles west of M-25 and

14 miles north of Sebgwafng.

The existing site consists of a 36 fgot-by 50 foot concrete plank
ramp.wﬁth a skid pier,AZ vault type toilets and gravelled parking for
' 50 to 70 cars and 18 car and trailer units. The distance from the ramp
to 2.5 feet below datum is 1,600 feet.

Proposed improvements include lengthening the.ramp to a toe eleva-

‘tion 3 feet below datum, dredging of a channel with a 40 foot bottom

width and installing markers on the channel. The channel should extend
a minimum of 1,600 feet from the ramp, All dredged material will be
disposed of o?fsite on an upland area, not in a wetland.

Both State and Federal permits must be obtained before ramp con-

struction or channel dredging can begin.

The Waterways Division construction crew would extend the ramp. and

instal]l the channel markers. Channel dredging could be aécomp1ished an
a cﬁntract basis; Construction‘caqu bz completed in one construction
5@ason.
No major problems are anticipated in the construction of this project.
The dredging of the channel will provide improved bank fishing
opportunities along the north side of the site. Addétional areas for
dredging for this purpose will be considered upstream of the ramp area

and on the south side of the site in accordance with recommendations from

Fisheries Division.
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QUANTITY / COST ESTIMATE
Fliotokl PuOsaD>
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